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Abstract  
The construction industry contributes one in six industrial fatalities per year with approximately 
60,000 deaths on construction sites around the world. Undeniably, health and safety in the UK 
construction industry has improved significantly; however the industry is still considered as one 
of the most dangerous, responsible for 39 fatalities in 2012/13. Unfortunately, Small and 
Medium-Sized Enterprises (SMEs) in construction account for 90% of these fatalities at work. 
However, some may assert although not at zero accidents, large companies have got health and 
safety ‘just as good as it can get’. 
 
Arguably, an average SME’s health and safety performance is often undermined by a rigid 
dichotomy between perceived need for commitment to health and safety and profitability. Some 
proponents of commitment to health and safety claim that upholding safety best practice is, 
without doubt, the most crucial investment that can be made. However, there is substantial 
cynicism by most SMEs as to this claim; and it is often the case that financial pressure and the 
disbelief about returns on commitment to safety make SMEs cut corners. Attempts by past 
studies to measure commitment to health and safety against the profitability of organisations, 
seem to be scarce. Thus, this study aim is to explore the role of organisations’ commitment to 
health and safety in the profitability of construction organisations. Construction firms that are 
committed to health and safety may reap the benefits of: having cleaner sites, better-motivated 
workers, reduced insurance premiums, avoid unexpected cost of safety, better productivity and 
thus better profitability.   
 
The study employed a mixed methods research design over two phases. The first phase was 
conducted using key SMEs operating in the UK to derive the influence of SMEs’ commitment to 
health and safety best practice against profitability. Eighty seven participants representing 
various firms completed a questionnaire. The profitability over five years of companies for whom 
the participants worked was determined by reference to company’s accounts published at 
Companies House Ltd. In the second phase, semi-structured interviews were conducted with ten 
industry practitioners and two academics; in order to support the development of discussion and 
conclusion. The research findings show that SMEs’ commitment to health and safety is good but 
falls short of being very good, excellent or outstanding. The study conclude that, there is a 
relationship between percentage commitment to health and safety and the profitability of 
organisations; in addition the study also inferred that remedial costs of safety (depending on 
severity of adverse safety incident) is likely to negatively affect the profitability of organisations.  
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Glossary of words 
 
Absenteeism - Absence or non-attendance 
Accident Frequency 
Rates (FAR) 
- Measures of workplace injury or incident; usually calculated 
based on estimates and rates of over 3-day absence injury 
relating to individuals working 
All-too-common  - Common occurrence of incidents 
Anglicised form - Relating to or denoting the Church of England way of doing 
things 
Bottom line - Used to mean main financial gain from a business 
Casualised - Used to mean temporarily nature of construction employees’ 
condition of work 
Contextualisation - To study in context 
Ephemeral   - Transient or brief nature of something or an event 
Epistemological - Philosophy - the theory of knowledge, especially with regard to 
its methods, validity, and scope 
Fatalism - The belief that all events are predetermined and therefore 
inevitable 
Generalisation - The degree to which study findings are applicable to other 
populations or samples 
Government red tape - Obstructive official routine or time-consuming bureaucracy 
Humanistic - A rationalist viewpoint or system of thought attaching prime 
importance to human rather than divine  
Objectivistic - Philosophy- the belief that certain things, especially moral truths, 
exist independently of human knowledge  
Profitability  Financial viability or success of a business 
Risqué - French word for risk 
Sloppiness - Untidiness or disorderly  
Subjectivism - Philosophy - the doctrine that knowledge is merely based or 
influenced by personal feelings, tastes, or opinions and that 
there is no external or objective truth. 
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1.1 Introduction 
  
This study explores the commitment of organisations to health and safety and its effect 
on their profitability. The study is tested in the context of construction small and medium-
sized enterprises (SMEs) in the UK. To achieve the aim of the study, commitment to 
health and safety best practice was examined from four perspectives: individual, 
organisation, environmental and policy. In addition to detailed analysis of the profitability 
of construction organisations, the study also looked at the influence of remedial costs of 
safety with regard to the profitability of construction organisations. This chapter provides 
an overview of the research problem by discussing its context, objectives, contribution 
and implications.   
   
1.1.1 The research problem  
 
The economics behind construction companies’ commitment to health and safety has 
been characterised by absurdity, confusion and elusiveness (Young, 2010). Löfstedt’s 
(2011) report highlights that many construction entrepreneurs are of the view that health 
and safety is ‘merely an obstructive official routine and time-consuming bureaucracy that 
does not add to a company’s bottom line’. Conversely, others are of the view that well 
practiced health and safety bring about profit (benefit) to a company. For example, 
McKinney (2002) argued that ‘safety is, without doubt, the most crucial investment that 
can be made, and the question is not what it costs, but what safety best practice saves 
for organisations’. Waterman (2012) claims that ‘managing health and safety well is not 
a cost, it is an investment’. However, various attempts to elucidate these viewpoints 
remain elusive.  
 
Globally, the construction industry by its very nature tends to be dangerous due to the 
hazardous nature of its activities, which manifests itself in the high rate of accidents 
compared with other industries (Gilbertson, et al. 2011). The Health and Safety 
Executive’s (HSE, 2012a) recent statistics still place the construction industry amongst 
the most dangerous.  Over the years, numerous improvement strategies from both the 
private sector and governments have been initiated to salvage the construction industry 
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from its health and safety woes. For instance, UK governments have various 
legislations/schemes in place geared to improving commitment to health and safety. 
Notable of such legislations/schemes in recent times are the introduction of the 
Construction (Design and Management) (CDM) Regulations 2007 (superseding the 
CDM Regulations, 2004), the Corporate Manslaughter and Corporate Homicide Act 
2008 and the Construction Skills Certification Schemes (CSCS). 
 
Despite all these, accidents still happen and the consequences can be seen in the high 
rate of death and the negative impact on the profitability of construction organisations. 
The European Agency for Safety and Health at Work (EASHW, 2001) argues that, ‘the 
endless occurrences of adverse health and safety incidents in the construction industry 
suggests that practitioners tolerate hazards and accidents in the belief that, adverse 
safety incidents are either non-preventable or that a certain number are unavoidable’. 
Engasser (2010) argued that ‘every accident is preventable ...  if there is genuine will to 
uphold best practice of working conditions’. The consequences of failure to conform to 
health and safety best practice are evident from workplace casualty rates at both 
national and international levels. For example, the International Labour Organisation 
(ILO, 2011a) estimates that across the globe, 337 million workplace accidents and over 
2 million work related deaths occur every year, and two out of three cases are caused by 
non-compliance to good health and safety practice. ILO (2010b) estimates show that 
159,500 workers die every year from occupational diseases in Europe, mainly due to a 
lack of health and safety awareness. 
 
The construction industry contributes to about one in six industrial fatalities per year 
(Vasconcelos, et al., 2011), with an approximate figure of 60,000 deaths per annum on 
construction sites around the world. Findings from ILO (2010b) reveal that accidents 
associated with the construction industry cause fatalities every ten minutes. In the UK, 
the HSE (2012a) provisional figures show that 49 fatal injuries occurred in the UK 
construction industry between September 2011 and October 2012. The estimate shows 
that 23 of these fatalities involved the self-employed (Reporting of Injuries, Diseases and 
Dangerous Occurrences Regulations RIDDOR, 2012). The findings further reveal that 
over 5,000 occupational cancer cases are estimated to arise each year as a result of 
  4 
past exposure to hazardous materials in the construction sector (HSE, 2012b).  The 
Labour Force Survey (LFS, 2012) claims that there were an estimated 74,000 total 
cases and 31,000 new cases of work-related ill health in 2012.  In terms of lost working 
hours, an HSE (2012b) report reveals that an estimated 1.7 million working days were 
lost due to work-related ill-health, and a further 0.6 million due to workplace injuries. This 
equates to 0.87 and 0.34 days per worker (LFS, 2012). However, Gilbertson, et al. 
(2011) argues that there have been great improvements to health and safety in the UK 
construction industry in the last decade.  
 
Indeed, there is evidence of health and safety improvement in construction, but fatality 
statistics are still considered disappointing, not just because of the loss of lives 
associated with such fatalities, but the overall losses in terms of the huge social and 
economic costs linked with failure to adhere to safety best practice. Moreover, recent 
findings by the International Social Security Association (ISSA, 2011) confirm that failure 
to conform to safety best practice in the workplace impinges on the productivity of 
construction businesses, especially in terms of time and cost of projects. A review of 
empirical research by the HSE (2005) using a total of 795 construction accidents of 
varying types and severity found that ‘individual accident costs range from £3 to £20,859 
(averaging £195 per incident). However, the relative contributions of opportunity and 
financial costs to the overall value of incidents varied according to severity’. The value of 
wages paid to injured employees or the cost of replacement of labour during periods of 
absence were identified as the biggest cost elements in relation to lost time injuries.   
 
Emerging studies reveal that the cost of failing to conform to health and safety best 
practice and the resultant effect on construction business performance may be higher 
than previously thought, because only short-term immediate costs were previously 
considered by HSE analysis (Vasconcelos, et al., 2011). According to the Institute of 
Directors (IoD, 2010) in conjunction with the HSE (2010) ‘failure to comply with best 
practice in health and safety has untold financial consequence; for example, the average 
cost of work absenteeism alone for an employee is approximated at £542 for every 
employee in the UK, equalling nearly 4% of the total working time, that is, some 187 
million days’. Moreover, the former UK Department for Business Enterprise and 
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Regulation Reform (BERR, 2008) now known as the Department for Business, 
Innovation and Skills (BIS) claimed that many businesses have failed as a result of 
heavy costs incurred from penalties for not complying with health and safety best 
practice.    
 
According to Arocena and Nuez (2010) ‘the economic adversity and risk of suffering an 
occupational accident in SMEs is higher than in larger enterprises. The annual data for 
every 100,000 workers in the European SME sector are more than 4,100 accidents 
involving over three days absences; while the same rate is 3,088 in larger firms’. In 
terms of cost, construction SMEs tends to spend more to remedy adverse health and 
safety incidents (considering costs of rectification work, fines, prosecutions and 
sentences). This exposes construction SMEs to more uncertainties and risks when 
compared to larger firms. 
 
Health and safety incidents and their resultant effects on the profitability of organisations 
are not limited to the construction industry alone. Other industries such as the oil and 
gas, chemical and mining industries also have a protracted history of high fatality rates 
and associated huge remedial costs. For example, the Bhopal disaster of 1984, is 
believed to be one of the worst world disasters, with an estimated death toll of 8,000 and 
total remedial cost of safety put at $470M (Frewen, 2011). The Chernobyl disaster was 
described by Nonukes (1996) as the greatest technological catastrophe in human 
history, with the death toll numbering 31 initially and arguably resulting in 200,000 
deaths subsequently; and total costs of safety estimated at $300BN, with compensation 
payments spread from 1996 to 2015. The Piper Alpha Oil rig explosion of 1988 caused 
167 deaths, loss of oil production and an insurance pay-out equivalent to $2.8BN.  
 
According to the International Tanker Owner Pollution Federation Limited (ITOPF, 2002) 
the Exxon Valdez (1989) industrial accident in Alaska had an estimated cost of $2.5BN, 
with a total cost of $7BN including fines, penalties and claims.  Of late, the British 
Petroleum (BP) Plc Gulf of Mexico oil disaster in 2010 caused  11 deaths with huge 
initial costs estimated at $40BN (Wearden, 2010). The cleaning cost alone was 
estimated at $8BN (Bergin, 2010 and Chatterjee, 2010).  Indeed, lessons from the BP 
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Gulf of Mexico disaster is a test of what actually constitutes the cost of safety; moreover 
BP Plc was recently fined an additional $4.5 BN as settlement to USA government on 
top of estimated $40BN already spent (BBC, 2012).  The total safety related cost of the 
Fukushima nuclear plant triggered by the recent 2011 Japanese tsunami is estimated at 
$310BN, making it the most costly natural disaster on record (Yamaguchi, 2011).   
 
The implication of untold costs of safety can lead to a sharp drop in the annual profits of 
organisations. For example, the BBC (2012) claimed that BP made a net profit of $1.79 
billion, down from $5.34 billion a year before the Gulf of Mexico incident. Hence, the 
frequently asked question by concerned entrepreneurs, can these adverse incidents be 
prevented? Arguably, setting higher safety goals through investment (commitment) to 
health and safety best practice is considered essential to the profitability of construction 
organisations (HSE, 2011a). Unsurprisingly, within the sphere of health and safety 
activity in the construction industry, there seems to be scepticism about whether 
commitment to health and safety best practice enhances the profitability of 
organisations, and various attempts by previous studies to substantiate the relationship 
between commitment to safety and the profitability of construction organisations seems 
elusive.   
 
1.2 Historical context of the study 
 
This section briefly explains the different views relating to this study, in the contexts of 
academia, the construction industry and government; with the intention of laying the 
foundation for the relevance of the study, as well as the study objectives. 
 
1.2.1 Statistical context of the research problem 
 
The UK construction industry is considered to be dangerous, though HSE (2011b) data 
confirm that Britain continues to have the lowest rate of occupational fatalities in Europe, 
as well as one of the lowest levels of work-related ill health in the world. For example, 
HSE (2013a) claim that the construction industry in ‘Britain had one of the lowest rates 
of fatal injury published by Eurostat for 2010 (0.71 per 100,000 workers), and compares 
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favourably with other large economies such as France (2.49 per 100,000), Germany 
(0.81 per 100,000), Italy (1.57 per 100,000) and Spain (1.76 per 100,000)’. According to 
the HSE's former Chair, Judith Hackitt’s, HSE (2011c) report, ‘the construction industry 
has an average of 173.2 major injuries per 100,000 employees and agriculture 221.9 
major injuries per 100,000 employees and these industries continue to report the highest 
levels of work-related injuries, with disproportionately high numbers of incidents’.   
 
In terms of the number and rate of over-3-day injuries to employees there were 4,784 
over-3-day injuries to employees in 2010/11, reported in accordance with RIDDOR 
(Reporting of Injuries, Diseases and Dangerous Occurrences Regulations) compared to 
an average of 6,990 over the previous five years (HSE, 2011c). The corresponding rates 
of over-3 day injuries per 100,000 employees were 360.5 in 2010/11 and an average of 
444.5’. The HSE (2011d) claims that ‘the toll of injury and ill-health result in 26.4 million 
working days being lost in 2010/11, an average of 15 days per case - 22.1 million to ill-
health and 4.4 million to injury’.  
 
BERR (2008) argues that, from the entrepreneur’s perspective, SMEs tend to suffer 
more economic losses from adverse safety incidents. Yet, a record number of unsafe 
acts remain in this category of firms and a single untold adverse safety incident has the 
potential to substantially destabilise or liquidate an SME (Arocena and Nuez, 2010; 
Arewa and Farrell, 2012a).  
 
1.2.2 Government context 
 
The UK government has been a major pioneer of various health and safety schemes 
and legislation concerning improvement (commitment) to health and safety. The context 
of government contribution to health and safety can be viewed either from the 
establishment of health and safety regulatory bodies, health and safety improvement 
campaigns, legislation, enforcement or court prosecution of health and safety breaches. 
Previously, the HSE and the Health and Safety Commission (HSC) were responsible for 
health and safety management in the workplace in Great Britain; but in April 2008 the 
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HSC merged with the HSE into a new unitary body, bringing together their powers and 
functions to be known as the HSE (HCWPC, 2007/08). 
 
The UK House of Commons Work and Pensions Committee (HCWPC, 2007/08) 
affirmed that the HSC, often referred to as the non-executive Commission, was mainly 
responsibility for ‘ensuring that relevant legislation is appropriate and understood by 
conducting and sponsoring research; providing training; providing information and an 
advisory service; the body was also involved in submitting proposals for new or revised 
regulations and approved codes of practice. It also has the specific duty to maintain the 
Employment Medical Advisory Service (EMAS), which provides advice on occupational 
health matters’. The then Commission was made up of nine commissioners appointed 
following consultation with representative groups to create a tripartite system that 
represents trade unions, employers and government. The HSE was basically an 
operating arm of the HSC, advising and assisting the Commission in its functions and 
had specific responsibility for enforcing health and safety laws and regulation in the UK.  
 
The HSE in the UK oversees the construction sector in terms of improvement of health 
and safety in the workplace, dealing with key industry stakeholders, and provides advice 
and guidance on safety developments. White (2010) argues that consideration of health 
and safety in the construction industry led to the integration of the Construction Industry 
Advisory Committee (CONIAC) into the main stream of HSE operations, with the 
mandate to advise the regulatory body on the protection of people at work (and others) 
from hazards to health and safety within the building, civil engineering and engineering 
construction. The HSE (2010a) stated that CONIAC membership is tripartite, providing 
representation from key industry stakeholders (including SMEs). Its strategic work helps 
the industry deliver the challenging Revitalising Health and Safety (RHS, 2002) targets 
set in the 2001 Construction Summit, and help to secure close links between the 
industry and the HSE. Its aim is to take forward new ways of working with the 
constituencies represented on CONIAC in order to deliver the strategy and the 
Revitalising Health and Safety targets within those constituencies. 
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The actions of the CONIAC and the HSE construction sector, coupled with government 
interest (policy) have resulted in a variety of plans, reports and summits, which have 
identified key issues for action intended to combat the high level of adverse safety 
incidents. Some of the outcomes regarding actions of the HSE and CONIAC include: 
better management of occupational health, support for commitment to health and safety, 
enforcing competence of the workforce, promotion of good health and safety using a 
top-to-bottom approach and cultural change (HSE, 2010b). From government and HSE 
perspectives various programmes have been initiated to support these objectives; for 
example, the ‘Fair Chance at Work’ (FCW) initiative for SMEs, a tripartite programme 
including Roving Safety Representatives (RSRs), Worker Safety Advisors (WSAs) and 
Safety Information Centres (SICs) that provide a point of access to assist SMEs with 
safety management systems. Another notable government initiative, apart from those of 
the HSE and CONIAC, (aimed at promoting good health and safety practice) is the 
Construction Skills Certification Scheme (CSCS), geared to creating standards for 
occupational competence. According to the CSCS (2009) its primary focus is to intensify 
the drive for a fully qualified workforce within construction. 
 
The UK government has been commended for the introduction of the Construction 
(Design and Management) (CDM) Regulations 2007, which are currently being used to 
compel clients, designers and contractors to consider the health and safety agenda in 
the early stages of construction. The implementation of the CDM Regulations 2007 is 
also deemed to be useful to good risk identification and better health and safety 
management (HSE, 2010a). Some construction industry commentators (Ikpe, 2009; 
Koper, et al., 2009 and Madsen, 2011) argue that the CDM Regulations have been 
instrumental in helping construction stakeholders to focus on a better health and safety 
culture.  However, the CDM Regulations 2007 are currently under review for effective 
and future health and safety management. 
 
Though the purpose and intention of most HSE programmes/schemes have been 
commendable, they have also been criticised, mainly by workers’ unions, as ‘not fit for 
purpose’ and, in some cases lacking coordination (UNISON, 2010). For example, the 
CSCS programme has been criticised for being a mere card issuing scheme, rather than 
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driving a competent and safer workforce (Sherratt, 2012). Another HSE initiative that has 
being seriously criticised is the Safety Information Centres (SIC) project designed to 
assist SMEs with safety management systems; it has been fiercely criticised for losing 
relevance of health and safety advice to small firms. For example, Wiseman and Gilbert 
(2002) argued that the COSHH Guidance manual published by the HSE to improve 
chemical control has been perceived to be aimed at larger businesses. Moreover, 
Sherratt (2012) is of the view that schemes such as the SIC cannot function properly, 
possibly because some organisations, especially small businesses, lack the ability to 
record health and safety statistics appropriately in an industry where the true reporting of 
accidents has historically been sporadic. 
 
There is a growing volume of legislation and regulation over the last decade in the areas 
of health and safety. BERR (2008 p. 17) suggests that ‘regulation and its impact upon 
businesses are major topics of public debate’. One of the main arguments put forward 
by commentators such as Chittenden, et al. (2002) is that small businesses suffer a 
disproportionately high cost of such regulation. Some practitioners Gilbertson (2011) 
and Philips (2011) are of the view that some health and safety regulations like the 
Corporate Manslaughter and Corporate Homicide Act 2007 could amount to excessive 
regulation, while others consider that such an Act may bring a much sharper focus to the 
main agenda of industry boardrooms. 
 
Based on these assertions, Urwin et al. (2008) stated that, the UK government’s own 
figures suggest that there have been rising costs of approximately £55bn to businesses 
for implementing safety regulation since year 1998. Also, BERR (2008 p. 14) claims that 
SMEs spend approximately six times more per employee than large firms, to comply 
with preventative health and safety requirements per se, with such expenditures likely to 
have adverse impact on economic performance.  
 
Thus, the HM Treasury’s and Small Business Service (2002) states that some parts of 
the UK government believe that excessive regulation has a negative impact on business 
start-ups, profitability and GDP growth; at the same time other sections continue to add 
to the volume of regulation. This debate can be corroborated by a recent statement 
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attributed to the UK Prime Minister David Cameron that ‘I think we will take a lot of fear 
out of the health and safety monster and make sure that businesses feel they can get 
on, they can plan, they can invest, they can grow without feeling they are going to be 
strangled by red tape and health and safety regulation’ (Watt, 2012). However, the 
debate about health and safety and government regulation is one that will certainly 
linger on due to different views. Nevertheless, it is necessary for Government to 
recognise that some of the characteristics of small businesses make it more difficult for 
them to create and maintain a safe and healthy work environment. Some proponents 
suggest that the Government should arguably offer support at low cost to SMEs to help 
them create an accident prevention culture. 
 
1.2.3 Industry context 
 
Historically, though the construction is known to be hazardous, there is evidence that the 
UK has been committed to improving health and safety in all aspects of its operations 
(Gilbertson, et al., 2011 p. 23). The National Occupational Health and Safety Advisory 
Committee (NOHSAC 2009) claims that the working environments in most western 
industrialised societies have undergone massive changes in the past few decades 
following the transition to performance based regulation of occupational health and 
safety (OHS). Thus, the EASHW (2004) affirms that health and safety management in 
the UK construction industry is regarded as being one of the best compared to other 
European countries, and probably the best in the world.    
 
In spite of this improvement, the industry still has its own problems with health and 
safety. HSE (2013b p.8) claim that ‘construction accounted for 5% of the employees in 
Britain and 6% of reported injuries to employees (27% fatalities, 10% major and 5% of 
over seven day injuries)’. In addition, HSE (2002) once described the construction 
industry as ‘an industry with a problem’ due to its multifaceted and unending health and 
safety problems. In terms of perception, the HSE (2001a), HSE (2002), EASHW (2009) 
and Holt and Edward (2013) assert that the general views about construction industry 
can be best described as follows: 
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Donaghy (2009), in an inquiry submitted to the UK Secretary of State for Work and 
Pensions that examined the underlying causes of construction fatalities stated that there 
is currently ‘a considerable challenge in tackling health and safety problems in the 
construction industry’. The report reiterates that ‘in the last 10 years, over 800 people 
(workers and members of the public) have died from injuries they received as a result of 
construction works. Many more have been injured or made ill. The resultant effects of 
these adverse safety incidents to businesses are unquantifiable. Moreover, the nature of 
construction work is quite different from other business activities and as a result creates 
challenging environments in which to influence and improve health and safety’. 
 
The challenges of tackling health and safety in the construction industry and the untold 
effects on the profitability of construction organisations are often ascribed to the 
ephemeral nature of construction projects, and working culture coupled with a huge 
range of construction processes of varying complexity and scale (Gilbertson, et al., 2011 
p. 27). In addition, the fragmented nature of both the workforce and professional 
disciplines is often seen as a contributing factor to the challenges facing health and 
safety management. For example, Donaghy (2009) claimed that in 2007 there were over 
192,000 private contractors in the industry, of which more than 93% employed fewer 
than 14 workers (70% employed 3 or fewer). However, approximately a quarter of the 
• highly casualised • corner-cutting 
• cost-cutting • creative 
• dynamic  • fragmented 
• hard-working  • lack of innovation 
• litigious  • low profit margins 
• low trade union membership  • poor at planning 
• poor engagement of workforce  • poor pay and prospects 
• poor respect for people  • problem-solving 
• slow to adapt  • risk tolerant 
• skills shortage  • slow to change 
• transient  work system and workforce • unhealthy 
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industry’s output is generated by fewer than 125 large companies, each employing a 
workforce of 600 or more people. The majority of the employing organisations are SMEs 
and micro companies. Thus, there is fragmentation of the industry due to the 
considerable number of representative bodies for clients, contractors, designers, 
suppliers and trade unions. 
 
However, recent perceptions about health and safety management in UK construction 
seem to portray an industry with great improvement, but with considerable scepticism for 
safety improvement in SMEs’ operations (Arewa and Farrell, 2012b). Thus, Sherratt 
(2012) stressed that ‘approaches to safety within the UK construction industry have 
developed in line with general thinking, from theories of accident  proneness in the 
1930s to ergonomics in the 1950s, to control of behaviours in the 1980s and recently to 
the development of holistic organisational safety cultures (Hale 2008), delivered through 
cultural programmes’. Referring to the works of the Institution of Occupational Safety 
and Health (IOSH, 2006) and Spanswick (2007), Sherratt (2012) further stressed that 
investment in safety programmes, over and above adherence to legislation and common 
standards has frequently occurred amongst larger UK construction contractors. To 
support this assertion, Philips (2011) contended that 82% of all reported health and 
safety injuries in the construction industry occur within SMEs and in some cases, these 
figures rise to 90%. Moreover, the HSE (2005a) asserts that SMEs are less likely to 
comply with health and safety regulations due to fears that compliance with health and 
safety regulations does not enhance their profitability, and indeed detracts from 
profitability.  
 
From the government perspective, the HSE (2011c) attests that significant health and 
safety interventions have been initiated to boost a better and safer working culture.  
These include reviews of construction practices in the UK undertaken since the 1990s to 
modernise and increase performance of the industry by improving the culture, attitudes 
and working practices. The UK Department of Work and Pensions report opines that 
other key health and safety catalysts introduced by the Government are the publication 
of ‘Constructing the Team’ by Sir Michael Latham in 1994 and ‘Rethinking Construction’ 
by Sir John Egan in 1998. Both reports promoted client leadership, team work, drive for 
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skilled workforce, health and safety improvements and key elements of the Construction 
(Design and Management) Regulations (CDM) 1994 and 2007. CDM (1994) saw the 
introduction of a clear framework for the management of health and safety within the 
entire construction supply chain, based on the requirements of the EU Directive (HSE, 
2007a). Donaghy (2009 p. 5) stated that ‘elements of these interventions by government 
have and continue to contribute directly and indirectly to health and safety improvements 
within the construction industry’.  
 
On the whole, the UK construction industry is identified with excellence on a variety of 
high profile projects such as the Olympic Stadium, Heathrow Terminal 5 and various rail 
projects executed by major contractors such as Balfour Beatty Ltd, Laing O'Rourke Ltd, 
Skanska Ltd and Carillion JM Ltd (HSE, 2011e). Prosecution data recently released by 
the HSE (2012) show that health and safety management is a common challenge to 
both large and small organisations in the industry, which tends to have untold influence 
on the profitability of construction organisations, especially small firms’ productivity and 
profitability. Arguably, a challenge facing health and safety management in the 
construction industry is cynicism that commitment (investment) to health and safety 
yields financial returns. 
 
1.2.4 Academic context 
 
Many national and international Construction Management Research (CMR) bodies 
have acknowledged the relevance of understanding the role of human commitment to 
health and safety with regard to its influence on the profitability of organisations. Specific 
emphasis has been paid to advocating financial views to investment on health and 
safety. For example, the American Society of Safety Engineers (ASSE, 2002) makes 
plain that ‘one recurring question commonly asked by many health and safety 
professionals, entrepreneurs and financial planners in business and industry is: does 
commitment (investment) to health and safety management programmes improve a 
company's bottom line?’ 
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Cecich (2005) argued that the question pertaining to human commitment (investment) to 
health and safety and improvement to a company's ‘bottom line’ has lingered on for 
years and has developed to become a puzzle in academic circles. Often, the answer to 
this question is a resounding ‘YES’, although benefits of investing in health and safety 
may be somewhat hard to quantify. Perhaps, the hard facts are that, demonstrating 
quantifiable returns can be very difficult for health and safety related investments. 
Moreover, the Labour Institute for Economic Research (LIER, 2008) is of the view that 
‘most investments in safety arguments are based on improved compliance or alignment 
with corporate values, which generally make for a weak business case because returns 
on investment in safety are difficult to measure and most business managers’ focus is 
on bottom line’.  
 
Furthermore, there have always been claims within and outside the construction industry 
regarding this subject, which has motivated academia to push for research in this area. 
For example, the HSE Chair Judith Hackitt (2009/2010) once said that ‘well practised 
health and safety (safety best practice) have economic advantages, especially, in 
project based industries’. In terms of organisations’ productivity and profitability Dorman 
(2000) and Koper, et al., 2009) suggest that commitment to health and safety contribute 
significantly to performance such as quality, productivity, reduction in absenteeism; all 
these ultimately spins-off into profitability. Generally, claims that good safety practice 
influences the profitability of companies’ appear to be well tailored to encourage 
commitment to health and safety best practice, but from an academic point of view 
where is the evidence?  
 
Most academic papers are of the view that the need to invest in health and safety makes 
more economic sense to large construction organisations compared to SMEs (Arewa 
and Farrell, 2012c). Based on this belief, Arocena and Nuez (2010) affirm that ‘the 
economic adversity and risk of suffering an occupational accident in SMEs is higher than 
in larger enterprises’. Moreover, the HSE (2005b) asserts that, SMEs are less likely to 
comply with health and safety regulations due to fears that compliance with health and 
safety regulations will not enhance their profitability.  
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Recent replies to supplementary studies conducted by Arewa and Farrell (2012) 
concerning commitment to health and safety and the profitability of construction 
organisations by notable CMR bodies such as the Construction, Building and Real 
Estate Research Conference (COBRA, 2012) stated that ‘there is a need for academic 
research into commitment to health and safety with regards to an organisation’s 
profitability’. Other  construction research bodies, namely the International Postgraduate 
Research Conference (IPGRC, 2011) and the Association of Researchers for 
Construction Management (ARCOM, 2012), in response to a conference papers by 
Arewa and Farrell (2012 a and c) reiterated that academic study into SMEs’ investment 
in health and safety and its attendant influence on an organisation’s profitability is ‘an 
interesting area of study’. 
   
There are also many academic studies within the field of health and safety that tend to 
cover other contentious research topics, for example: (i) is spending on preventative 
health and safety a cost or an investment? (ii) does compliance with health and safety 
influence organisation’s profitability? (ASSE, 2002). However, whilst significant attempts 
have been made through various CMR bodies to establish an evidential study on the 
role of human commitment to health and safety with regards to the profitability of 
construction organisations, there have been concerns about the basic academic 
approach to this area of study, because demonstrating a quantifiable financial return can 
be very difficult for health and safety related investments. Perhaps, when viewed against 
Cecich’s (2005) assertion that ‘to justify spending on preventive health and safety in 
today’s business world, it is crucial to link three concepts: (i) return on investment, (ii) 
making the business case, and (iii) leading and trailing metrics need to be considered’. 
In an academic sense, it is quite difficult to consider these three economic parameters in 
the evaluation of expenditures used to improve health and safety. Thus, the debate 
concerning investment in health and safety with regard to profitability continues to linger 
on. 
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1.3 The study: refinement of the research problem 
1.3.1 Development of the research problem in context 
 
From the above it is clear that there is a significant body of literature that tends to 
address the research problem from different perspectives. It is apparent from a variety of 
studies that the role of human commitment to health and safety is a critical issue to all 
construction stakeholders, and there is a need to justify or develop a sound business 
case for commitment (investment) to health and safety; for the single reason that it has 
become more imperative for construction organisations to reduce on-site health and 
safety incidents and accidents from both human and corporate perspectives. 
 
From the regulatory viewpoint, it could be argued that, the UK Government has 
performed well, considering health and safety legislations and numerous inquiries into 
the underlying causes of construction fatal accidents and their effects on construction 
business performance. On the whole, the Government has always ensured that health 
and safety is given top priority in the workplace. For example, the Young (2010) report, 
‘Common sense common safety’ reviewed the health and safety compensation culture, 
rogue health and safety consultants, and the burden of red-tape linked to health and 
safety. The aim of the report was to free businesses from the unnecessary bureaucratic 
burdens and the fear of having to pay out unjustified damages and legal fees to 
individuals and corporate bodies.  
 
The 64-page report contained 36 recommendations relating to, inter alia, no-win, no-fee 
lawyers, health and safety practitioners, insurance firms, schools, local authorities, the 
HSE, and the emergency services. The Young’s (2010) report specifically proposed that 
the existing ‘raft’ of health and safety legislation be consolidated into ‘a single set of 
accessible regulations’; that the Reporting of Injuries, Diseases and Dangerous 
Occurrences Regulations (RIDDOR) be ‘re-examined to determine whether another 
approach is needed, and that the risk-assessment procedure for ‘low-hazard’ 
workplaces – for example offices, classrooms, shops and SMEs, be simplified.  
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The Löfstedt (2011) report entitled ‘Reclaiming health and safety for all: An independent 
review of health and safety legislation’ is another recent government report that attests to the 
UK Government’s moves to reduce the burden of health and safety regulation on business, 
whilst maintaining the progress that has been made in health and safety outcomes in the 
UK. The report aimed to seek views from a wide range of organisations, and to consider 
whether, on the basis of risk and evidence, health and safety regulations are appropriate 
or have gone too far.  
 
Löfstedt (2011) concluded that ‘in general, there is no case for radically altering current 
health and safety legislation’, and there was a view across the board that the existing 
regulatory requirements were broadly right. But the report acknowledged that there were 
indications that existing health and safety compliance requirements sometimes hindered 
financial performance of construction organisations, especially that of SMEs. For 
example, the report revealed that a survey of 2,000 small businesses carried out by the 
British Chambers of Commerce (BCC) found that, ‘more than half (53%) reported health 
and safety regulation to be extremely or fairly burdensome to the profitability of their 
business’. Whilst a recent survey by the Forum of Private Business (FPB) found that 
commitment to health and safety was the third most costly area of red tape. The findings 
by this report may not be completely unsurprising, because safety regulation leads to 
compliance that imposes costs on businesses in a number of ways.   
 
The most burdensome of all for construction organisations is that available evidence 
from a recent study found that, on average, large firms spent £420,000 per annum or 
more on compliance with health and safety (Lancaster, et al., 2003). A more recent 
survey by the FPB found that SMEs in total face an annual cost of over £2 million per 
annum in time and money spent on health and safety guidelines, the second-largest of 
seven different types of regulation which businesses must comply with. Meanwhile, two-
thirds of SMEs feel that the implementation of health and safety law is too time-
consuming, and it has been found that ‘small businesses are spending around one 
working day a month on compliance’ (Löfstedt,  2011). In addition, Anderson (2009) argued 
that, ‘the costs of uncertainty over regulations by organisations, and the waste, time and 
effort are also likely to be significant. The current uncertainty over regulations in general 
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(with the under/over-compliance it brings) is costing business over £880 million a year in 
the UK’. These claims seem to stir long cynicism by SMEs on whether upholding health 
and safety best practice will improve their profitability.  
 
Evidence from most Government reports shows that large construction firms are 
convinced when it comes to investment in health and safety. Perhaps, this attitude 
informs their decision to employ the most innovative and robust methods to ensure high 
safety standards. However, from an academic perspective, it could be argued that there 
are potentially limitations to the studies previously undertaken about commitment to 
health and safety, which has been predominantly measured or viewed from the practice 
of large construction firms. Moreover, Culyer, et al. (2008) argued that measuring 
commitment to health and safety best practice against financial benefits is difficult, due 
to the non-ring-fenced nature of health and safety expenditure. This may have impeded 
the understanding of SMEs’ commitment to health and safety with regard to their 
profitability.  
 
Generally, the majority of literature in construction management regarding construction 
business profitability barely considers health and safety issues. Most academic work 
about construction companies’ profitability tends to focus on project completion time, on 
budget, quality and exceptional (unexpected) item costs as major precursors of a 
company’s profitability (Warshauer, 2008).  
 
However, Liu (1994) and Egbu et al. (2004) affirmed that, understanding project drivers 
such as budgetary provisions, time scales, health and safety issues and other 
opportunities that exist in projects; in many ways contribute to company financial 
viability. The EASHW (2001) states that ‘success is no accident’ and that reducing work-
related health and safety risk is not just a moral imperative, there is strong business 
case for doing so as well. Therefore, from an academic perspective, there is a need for 
empirical evidence to justify the role of commitment to health and safety in the 
profitability of organisations.    
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1.3.2 Outline methodology   
 
The main analysis of this study follows correlation research paradigm and for brevity in 
the main body, the study epistemology and other methodological concepts are detailed 
in appendix H. However to achieve the aims of this research, various methods of data 
collection were employed. A critical examination of commitment to health and safety was 
carried out, measured on the basis of health and safety best practice as indicated by 
HSE (2004b) literature and using open-ended questions.  The questionnaire was 
designed in such a way to ensure that all the questions were directed towards the 
measurement of commitment to health and safety. The research design follows a 
simultaneous triangulation of quantitative and qualitative QUAN; Qual model (Creswell, 
2003 p. 43). The abbreviation QUAN; Qual means that the mixed research methods is 
mainly driven by quantitative technique; with qualitative used to complement the study 
findings. The questionnaire was piloted and tested using a small sample of 27 
participants to ensure that (i) each question effectively measured what it was supposed 
to measure, (ii) the wordings were clear and unambiguous, (iii) all the response choices 
were implicit, and (iv) the questions captured or reflected all data required (Creswell, 
2003). Subsequently, the questionnaires were distributed to the larger sample of 259 
and 111 were returned.  
 
Apart from the use of questionnaire to collect data, interviews were conducted in two 
phases, in order to obtain first-hand information from experienced construction 
professionals regarding the study theme and secondly to validate the study findings. The 
interviews followed a semi-structured question format, with seven questions pre-
designed in each phase. Data collected through interviews were designed specifically to 
capture the views of company’s chief executives and other top management officials. 
Moreover, the researcher subscribed to UK Companies House Ltd to obtain the profit 
and loss accounts of the firms involved in the study over a five year time frame. 
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1.3.3 Research goals 
 
The desire to explore organisations’ commitment to health and safety in the profitability 
of construction organisations is necessitated by the endless occurrences of adverse 
health and safety incidents in the construction industry; and cynicism on whether 
commitment to health and safety influences the profitability of organisations. Contextual 
development thus far suggests the possible use of a correlation research approach, 
embedded in a positivist’s paradigm. Whilst, the measurement of commitment to health 
and safety may be very subjective there is a need to critically examine SMEs’ level of 
commitment to health and safety in relation to their profitability. Thus, a deeper 
understanding of commitment to health and safety best practice is proposed, measured 
using mixed research methods.    
 
In line with these paradigms, the study aim and objectives is therefore expressed as 
follows: 
 
Aim 
 
To explore the role of organisations’ commitment to health and safety in the profitability 
of construction (SME) organisations 
 
Objectives 
 
1. To determine construction SMEs’ level of commitment to health and safety best 
practice.  
 
2. To investigate whether commitment to health and safety influences the 
profitability of construction SMEs. 
 
3. To determine the influence of remedial costs of health and safety on the 
profitability of SMEs.  
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1.4 Research hypotheses 
 
The alternative hypotheses to be tested by the study are based on the development of 
the research problem in chapter one and two and are summarised as follows:   
 
1. Commitment to health and safety best practice influences the profitability of 
construction SMEs (aligned to objective 2). 
 
2. A rise in costs of remedying unsafe acts will lead to a fall in the profitability of 
construction SMEs (aligned to objective 3). 
  
1.5 Contribution to knowledge 
  
There is a need to establish whether commitment to health and safety enhances the 
profitability of construction organisations; because it will help leverage/convince 
companies to invest in health and safety programmes. Moreover, findings from the study 
can be used to develop a business case for health and safety (Cecich, 2005). The study 
also put forward measures how to measure commitment to health and safety best 
practice.  
 
The significance of this study lies in the lack of previous empirical studies to correlate 
commitment to health and safety with construction business profitability. A review of 
previous studies reveals that findings are often generalised in the traditional sense 
regarding cost benefit of safety.  For example, previous studies conducted by Coble and 
Blatter (1999), Prichard (2002), Ikpe (2009) and Elias, et al. (2011) simply based their 
findings on cost benefit analysis of health and safety on a generalised view that well 
practiced health and safety leads to substantial cost savings. In these studies, the 
important context on whether commitment to health and safety influences the profitability 
of construction SMEs was omitted. Thus, this study filled this gap by carrying out an 
empirical analysis to show the relationship between organisation’s commitment to health 
and safety and the profitability of organisations. The study also gave an insight on how 
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to measure the profitability of organisations using three main accounting methods; that 
is, gross profit / turnover, operating profit / turnover and return on capital employed. 
 
Moreover, studies on how remedial cost of health and safety influences the profitability 
of construction SMEs are scarce. However, this study systematically bridges the gap by 
examining how remedial cost of health and safety (depending on severity) influences the 
profitability of SMEs’ organisations.   
 
1.6 Structure of the thesis 
 
This study is divided into eight chapters. The first four chapters consist of introduction, 
literature review, study methodology and contextualisation of health and safety risk as it 
concern measurement of commitment to health and safety. The fifth, sixth and seventh 
chapters dealt with quantitative, qualitative data analyses and discussion of findings 
from both industry and academic points of view. The last section, chapter eight reflects 
on conclusions and recommendations. To ensure clarity, in terms of what each section 
plans to achieve, brief descriptions of the remaining chapters are explained as follows:    
  
Chapter two gives an overview of literature and fundamental knowledge and theories 
relating to this study. This entails a review of trends in the construction industry, debates 
surrounding commitment to health and safety, cost of safety, debates/discussions 
relating to CMR and underlying theories concerning commitment with regards to 
profitability. Chapter two also examines debate as to whether commitment to health and 
safety should be considered a cost or an investment. 
 
Chapter three consists of detailed examination of the research design, the method used 
for data collection and subsequent analysis. The chapter also employs a systematic 
approach in order to enhance study quality control mechanisms, reliability, validity, and 
reflexivity required to guarantee the thoroughness of the entire study. A further 
explanation of supplementary studies conducted alongside this study will be linked to 
the methodology. The supplementary studies carried out prior to the main data gathering 
process; in form of academic papers published to date from the additional studies are:   
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 Arewa, A.O., and Farrell, P. (2011) An appraisal of health and safety costing and 
culture in construction. Proceedings of the 10th International Postgraduate 
Research Conference (IPGRC). Salford England, pp. 337 – 350. 
 
 Arewa, A.O., and Farrell, P. (2011) The Private Finance Initiative (PFI); why value 
for money remains elusive. Proceedings of CIB TG72/ARCOM Doctoral Research 
Workshop on Public Private Partnerships. Preston England, pp. 1 – 14. 
 
 Arewa, A.O., and Farrell, P. (2012) A review of compliance with health and safety 
and safety regulations and economic performance in construction SMEs. 
Proceedings from the 28th ARCOM 2012 Conference, September 3th – 5th 
September Edinburgh, Scotland, pp. 313 – 327. 
   
 Arewa, A.O., and Farrell, P. (2012) An empirical analysis of cost, investment and 
returns on spending on preventive health and safety by construction firms. 
Proceedings from the RICS COBRA Conference Las Vegas, 13th – 15th 
September, Nevada USA, pp. 111 – 130. 
 
 Arewa, A.O., and Farrell, P. (2013) A review of construction SME safety 
performance; where are we and why? Proceedings of the 11th International 
Postgraduate Research Conference (IPGRC), 8th – 10th April, Salford England, 
pp. 33 – 43.    
 
Chapter four examines the contextualisation of risk in the construction industry 
(emphasis on health and safety risk) as it concern measurement of commitment to 
health and safety. The chapter also looks at HSE archives for prosecutions arising from 
health and safety breaches; and the potential risks posed by poor health and safety 
performance in term of costs to organisations.  A thorough analysis of the questionnaire 
data collected constitutes chapter five; while chapter six looks at interview data analysis. 
The results/outcome of the analysis in terms of ideas, samples, and variations that 
surround the study were then developed in chapter seven. Based on the findings from 
chapters five and six, chapter seven also examined ‘formal process of member 
checking’; a process that sought the views of academia and industry practitioners 
regarding the study internal findings.  
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Finally, conclusions and recommendations are explicated in chapter eight.  The chapter 
looks at the study set objectives and what was achieved. This was then examined 
against literature previously reviewed. Examinations of the overall aim, objectives and 
limitations of the procedures were then discussed against the backdrop of findings from 
data analysed. Afterwards, recommendations were proposed for both academia and the 
construction industry, with suggestions proffered based on the role of commitment to 
health and safety best practice in the profitability of construction organisations.  
 
1.7 Terms, concepts and definitions 
 
Health and safety: the phrase ‘health and safety’ are two words that are commonly 
used together to designate concern for the health, physical and mental well-being of 
people in and around workplaces (Hughes and Ferret, 2007 and HSE, 2009). The word 
‘health’ is defined as ‘the protection of the bodies and minds of people from illness 
resulting from materials, processes or procedures used in the workplace’, whilst ‘safety’ 
is defined as ‘the protection of people from physical injury’ (HSE, 2002; Hughes and 
Ferret, 2007). 
 
Commitment to health and safety: this is often used to mean a desire to uphold higher 
standards of health and safety best practice in the workplace (OSHA, 2002), the phrase 
is normally used interchangeably to mean investment in health and safety. The word 
commitment implies ‘the trait of sincere and steadfast fixity of purpose’ (Oxford 
Dictionary, 2011). Investment refers to ‘commitment or devotion to something with the 
expectation of some worthwhile result’ (Oxford Dictionary, 2011). 
 
Compliance with health and safety: this has no specific definition. It is often used to 
mean the orthodoxy of health and safety rules and regulations. In essence, compliance 
with health and safety has to do with obeying health and safety rules and regulations 
(HSE, 2002). For example, organisations in the UK have a legal responsibility (to obey 
safety rules) for the health and safety of anyone affected by their business, irrespective 
of its nature, size or volume of work. According to the UK Government Business Link 
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(UKGBL, 2012), compliance with health and safety is a legal responsibility of all 
employers towards everyone affected by their business which entails:   
 
 Carrying out thorough health and safety risk assessments; 
 Drawing up health and safety policies - for businesses with more than five 
employees; 
 Ensuring workplaces meet minimum standards of conformity and cleanliness;  
 Recording serious injuries, or dangerous accidents in an accident book. 
 
INSAG (1996/2002) argue that organisations may comply with health and safety 
because of fear of the regulatory authorities, while others may be committed to health 
and safety because it is the right thing to do or due to potential benefit to be derived.   
 
In terms of emphasis, the HSE (2006) argued that investment in health and safety can 
be taken to mean all kinds of commitments (resources) to health and safety activities 
with the intention of preventing adverse health and safety and probably boosting 
productivity. According to the HSE (2010c), investment in safety may mean all of the 
following: 
 
● Commitments to safety budgets ● Safety training 
● Commitment to accidents statistics  
through  (recording/accounting 
mechanism)    
● Employment of specialist staff 
● Quality of risk assessments ● Engaging quality staff 
● Robustness/appraisal of policies and 
procedures 
● Commitment to safety plans 
● Evidence of integration within the 
supply chain  
● Safeguard of equipment 
● Sub-contract, vetting process, new 
and old contract 
● Use of personal protective 
equipment (PPE) 
● Safe methods of work ● Site protection security 
 
 
Spending on preventive health and safety: this phrase is synonymous with expenses 
used to provide preventive health and safety in the workplace. It is most often used to 
mean the costs borne in order to prevent adverse health and safety incidents in the 
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workplace. There is no clear authoritative description of what constitutes spending on 
preventive health and safety. However, Dorman (2000) affirms that ‘spending on 
preventive health and safety are expenses which in strict economic sense are 
considered investment; because it is cost borne in earlier periods in order to reap 
benefits in later times’.  
 
Remedial cost of health and safety: this term commonly refers to costs used to 
cushion the effects of adverse health and safety incidents (Smallman and John, 2001). 
They are costs incurred by individuals or organisations either as fines, compensation, 
court sentences or other costs associated with prosecution resulting from failure to 
comply with health and safety rules. Most health and safety risks in construction such as 
site safety and security in construction can be insured.   
 
Costs of safety: this term is frequently used to denote total costs of health and safety in 
a project (Smallman and John, 2001; HSE, 2003). These costs are usually classified as 
direct and indirect costs of health and safety (Pillay and Haupt, 2008). Costs of health 
and safety include the duo ‘spending on preventive safety’ and ‘remedial costs of health 
and safety’. Examples of direct costs are: cost of providing PPE, cost of health and 
safety supervision, compensation cost, insurance, cost of providing first aid/other health 
services and training costs. While, indirect costs, often imbedded in production costs, 
are usually recognised as: costs of providing safe working environments, costs of 
providing remedial works in the event of adverse safety incidents, and cost of carrying 
out risk analysis/regulatory supervision.  
 
UK Construction industry: this is the segment of UK economy concerned with 
provision of construction materials and products, building services, manufacturers, 
erectors/installers of construction-related works, subcontractors, professionals, advisors 
and construction clients (NHBC, 2012). It also includes organisations that are relevant to 
the design, build, operation and refurbishment of buildings (BIS, 2010). 
 
Profitability of organisation: profitability refers to the potential for a business/venture 
to yield profit or financial gain. Basically, a business’ financial situation can be described 
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as being profitable, breaking even, or operating at a loss. In most cases, an 
organisation’s goal is to make profit (Wisegeek, 2010). Indeed, the term ‘profit’ is the 
residual amount realised by organisations after all project expenses have been settled 
(Lucy, 2009). 
 
Workplace: in the context of this study this refers to a place where construction work 
takes place. It may be a construction site, precast yard, carpentry workshop, 
painting/indoor decoration setting or an assembly yard. 
 
SME:  this is abbreviation used to describe a range of enterprises, with traditional 
definitions often based on the number of employees or turnover. According to BERR 
(2008: 13), SMEs can be defined by sections 382 and 465 of the UK Companies Act 
2006. This Act defines 'a small company as one that has a turnover of not more than 
£6.5 million, a balance sheet total of not more than £3.26 million and not more than 50 
employees. A medium-sized company has a 'turnover of not more than £25.9 million, a 
balance sheet total of not more than £12.9 million and not more than 250 employees'. 
While, micro company is defined as a firm with turnover not more than £2 million and not 
more than 10 employees. Therefore, any firm that meets small and medium companies’ 
descriptions as stated by the UK Companies Act 2006 and BERR (2008) will be referred 
to as an SME in this study. 
 
Large construction firm: the definition for this category of firms can be found in 
sections 382 and 465 of the UK Companies Act 2006, which stipulate that any company 
with a 'turnover of more than £25.9 million, a balance sheet total of more than £12.9 
million and employs more than 250 employees’ is considered a large firm. Any 
construction organisation that meets the description as stipulated by the UK Companies 
Act 2006 will be referred to as large construction firm.  
 
1.7.1 Definition of key variables 
 
Dependent and independent variables: in order to effectively explore the aim of this 
study, it is necessary to identify and define the independent variables (IVs) in the set 
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objectives, which are the presumed causes ‘commitment to health and safety best 
practice’. In addition, the dependent variables (DVs) herein refer to the consequent or 
presumed effects which commitments to safety have on profitability. The anticipated IVs 
and DVs set out by this study are illustrated in figure 1.7.1, with key terms and phrases 
such as ‘commitment to health and safety’, ‘remedial cost of safety’ and ‘profitability’ 
defined respectively in section 1.6.     
                               
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 Figure 1.7.1: Proposed research IVs and DVs. 
 
Data from Companies House: obtaining annual accounts from companies’ internal 
management systems or from research participants is not possible, especially as it 
relates to financial performance measurement. Hence, the researcher subscribed to 
Companies House to get five years, annual profit accounts for each company whose 
personnel participated in the study. The decision to consider five years’ annual profit 
accounts of firms is in accordance with International Financial Reporting Standards 
(IFRS) and HSE incident reporting standards.   
 
1.8 Summary 
 
This introductory section provided a general idea of what the entire study seeks to 
achieve. The initial inquiry articulated the role of organisations’ commitment to health 
and safety in the profitability of construction organisations. The UK construction industry 
is considered for this study because of its sound health and safety regulations policy. 
This has led to a visible commitment to safe practice especially within the construction 
industry in terms of accident reduction and compliance with health and safety rules. 
Although, there is evidence of health and safety improvement in the UK construction 
industry, current fatality statistics are still deemed unacceptable, not only because of the 
                 IV 
 
         DV 
   SMEs level of commitment 
to health and safety 
 
Low profitability 
        or 
High profitability  
Influence of remedial costs 
on safety  
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loss of life, but also because of the overall losses in terms of impact on the profitability of 
construction organisations. A brief consideration of the study methodology was 
examined to help the researcher have a vast and detailed analysis of the research 
problem, with the research goals articulated through the use of appropriate terminology. 
The study aim and objectives are established by looking at organisations’ commitment to 
health and safety with regards to SMEs’ profitability within the construction field. 
 
The study’s contribution to knowledge is highlighted from both academic and industry 
viewpoints. Both are designed to establish the viability of commitment to health and 
safety as it influences the profitability of construction organisations. Subsequently, brief 
definitions and descriptions were proffered to key terms and phrases, in order to 
establish a clear understanding of some terminology. The next chapter will focus on 
literature review and underlying theories for the study, designed to produce an 
academically rigorous approach to the entire study problem.  
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2.1 Introduction 
 
This study aim is to explore the role of organisation commitment to health and safety in 
the profitability of construction organisations. The study is developed through sets of 
objectives, which include SME’s level of commitment to health and safety best practice 
and the profitability of organisations.     
 
This chapter outlines the place of the traditional literature review within a mixed methods 
research study, through examination of the existing body of literature surrounding the 
construction industry and the management of health and safety. The literature to be 
reviewed includes assessment of health and safety trends in the UK construction 
industry, commitment to health and safety, safety culture and costing culture, health and 
safety best practice, safety management, the profitability of organisations and the study 
methodological position. The chapter also appraises theories and fundamental 
knowledge underpinning the study.  To review the literature within these areas 
successfully, an active exploration within these parameters will be undertaken from a 
variety of perspectives (Rumsy, 2008). This involves gathering information from both 
national and international academic work, industry, government sources and other 
viewpoints from alternative disciplines and industries.     
 
This chapter also examines debate and discussion within the discipline of Construction 
Management Research (CMR) itself in terms of organisational commitment to health and 
safety in connection with profitability, and the arguments made for methodological 
positioning of the study.  The chapter further examines the essentials of alternative 
research approaches and other theoretical arguments on whether commitment to health 
and safety be considered a cost or an investment.  
 
2.1.1 The study literature consideration  
 
The need for the study literature consideration cannot be emphasis; because it helps the 
researcher and readers to understand the views of other authors and commentators 
concerning the research topic. This section will also help to identify credible, original and 
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coherent literature relating to the study. Thus, informing the researcher judgement on 
choice of methodology, analyses and robust discussion that underpins the study. 
 
For instance, a review of construction management literature reveals that, the majority of 
contextual literature in CMR has been produced through traditional approaches. 
Furthermore, literature sought from other fields, including the social sciences, was found 
to have contributed to most background information in CMR. To avoid interruption for 
readers, the literature deliberately evaded debates surrounding epistemology and 
ontology in the context of what is truth and how knowledge surrounding construction 
management and health and safety management is acquired. However, the study 
methodological position is considered briefly within this chapter and for brevity other 
methodological paradigms surrounding the study is attached as appendix H. Indeed, 
consideration regarding the study epistemology as to what are knowledge and the 
source of knowledge should not choke the ability of the chapter to examine in detail 
construction industry commitment to health and safety in its cultural, financial, historical 
and social perspectives. Thus, the literature reviewed focused on robust appraisal of 
how to better understand the theme of this study in its entirety.   
 
2.2 Overview of the UK construction industry 
 
The UK construction industry covers public and private sector works ranging from 
housing works, public buildings such as hospitals and schools, commercial and 
industrial buildings, infrastructure such as roads, bridges and power plants (BIS, 2009). 
The industry is also actively involved in the repair, maintenance and refurbishment of 
existing buildings and the installation of services, such as power and ventilation in both 
existing and new buildings. In terms of definition, the Office of National Statistics (ONS, 
2011) defines the construction industry as  a segment of the UK economy that is 
‘incorporating all general construction and allied construction activities for building and 
civil engineering works; this includes new works, repairs, additions, alterations as well as 
temporary structures’. This definition includes the complete construction of buildings, 
civil engineering works and allied activities carried out as part of the construction 
process. 
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Dainty et al. (2007) argue that, the best way to describe the construction industry is by 
viewing it as a collection of sub-industries, rather than one single industry, bearing in 
mind that there are key variations in terms of skills and processes across the different 
organisations that operate within the industry. The industry is of significant importance to 
the UK economy in terms of economic contribution and employer of labour (HM 
Treasury, 2010). For instance, the industry output is estimated to worth £100bn a year, 
accounts for 8% Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and provides employment for around 3 
million workers (BIS, 2010). In 2012 the turnover of the UK construction industry was 
£111BN (ONS, 2013). The public sector remains a major client to the industry and is 
responsible for directly procuring about a third of all construction deliverables (Vadera, et 
al., 2011). 
 
Development in the industry shows that before the recent 2008 economic recession, the 
UK’s construction industry had been enjoying a period of strong growth, with 
infrastructure and commercial construction at the forefront of this trend. Findings by the 
Strategic Forum (2010) reveals that the industry is shifting from one-off contracts 
carrying high risks and big returns towards lower risk   long-term deals that go beyond 
construction to designing, maintaining and operating buildings. The shift from traditional 
procurement to a friendlier and partnering approach in the last decade is an attestation 
that the industry is gradually embracing a low risk attitude to its business arrangements 
(Strategic Forum, 2010).   
 
In terms of the working environment, ‘UK construction sites have arguably been 
described as a piecemeal process; though research in this direction has often been 
directed towards specific aspects and characteristics, including for example accident 
causation, skills, risk taking, gender and ethnic minority issues’ (Sherratt, 2012). The 
structure of the industry workforce has been described as very fragmented and highly 
casualised (HSE, 2001); in spite of the considerable size of overall employment 
attributed to the industry. Perhaps, the vast majority of construction companies are in the 
category often described as small and medium size enterprises (SMEs), with most 
operatives in this category being self-employed or working as sole traders (OECD, 
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2004). For instance, ONS (2011) affirms that about 78% of construction firms employ 
only three people or fewer in the UK. 
 
Surprisingly, despite the dominance of small companies in the industry, one quarter of 
the total output comes from large construction companies (BIS, 2010). According to 
Construction News Magazine (CN, 2012), the number of large construction companies 
that are in business is considered to be fewer than 150, employing more than 600 
people in each company (BIS, 2008).   
 
From an economic perspective, doing business in the construction industry is 
considered complex and highly competitive (Vadera, et al., 2011). Even in the most 
benign economic climates, entering into construction contracts involves a lot of risks, 
such as health and safety, cost, quality and time risk. In most cases, having full 
knowledge of these risks is far from easy. Lovatt (2011) argued that ‘profit margins in the 
UK construction industry, particularly for large contractors are very small; even at the 
best of times. By way of example, in 2004 (a relatively good year for the industry) a 
leading UK contractor, with a reputation for being well managed and financially stable, 
undertook business worth £4.171 billion. Its gross profit on this was £257 million, roughly 
6% of turnover. Although, this profit margin is not unusual; in fact, across the industry, it 
is quite good. Poor profitability is normally off-set by good cash flow. In most 
construction projects, contractors will receive periodic payments, usually monthly, and 
the regular flow of money though a contractor’s accounts can be expected to keep its 
bankers happy. 
 
2.2.1 Recent health and safety trends in the UK construction industry 
 
ONS (2012) and HSE (2012b) statistics available shows that there have been significant 
reductions in the number and rate of injuries over the last 20 years or more. 
Notwithstanding, construction remains a high risk industry. Though it accounts for about 
5% of the employees in Britain, it still accounts for 22% of fatal injuries to employees and 
10% of reported major injuries (HSE, 2011e). An overview of 20 year trends in worker 
fatalities compared with other high risk industries shows that fatality is on the decline, as 
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illustrated in figure 2.2.1. The numbers of fatalities in construction remains high 
compared with the agriculture and manufacturing industries. For example, in the year 
2008/09, while the agriculture and manufacturing had total fatalities below 40, 
construction fatalities stood at about 50. A further examination of health and safety 
trends reveals that, in the recent past, there appears to be a marginal increase in 
fatalities, perhaps due to the recent economic recession encouraging firms to cut health 
and safety corners. According to HSE (2012a) ‘the construction industry sector recorded 
2,230 major injuries in 2011/12, down from 2,307 in 2010/11 and 5,391 over-3-day 
injuries, up from 4,813 in 2010/11 to 6,428 in 2011/12, though these figures are lower 
than the five year average. All non-fatal injuries experience a 7% increase from 7,120 in 
2010/11 to 7,621 for 2011/12’.        
   
Figure 2.2.1: Twenty year trends of worker fatalities adapted from HSE (2011e) 
 
The HSE Chief Inspector of Construction, White (2012) said ‘year after year, 
construction continues to be one of the most dangerous sectors in British industry. 
Though the numbers are down in the long term, thousands of workers are being 
seriously injured or made unwell by their work. We all need to refocus our efforts and 
take on the responsibility to ensure the serious risks that continue to cause death and 
serious injury, are sensibly managed. Many of these incidents are entirely preventable’.     
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The National House-Building Council (NHBC, 2012) argues that in all, whilst the 
decrease in fatalities over 20 years is good news, the present fatality rate is untenable; 
especially when these incidents can be avoided. According to Simon Mantle, head of 
health and safety in NHBC (2012), ‘it is extremely sad that 49 people have lost their lives 
as a result of trying to earn their living in this industry. It’s a very competitive market out 
there – all the builders are trying to survive. They have to resist the temptation to shave 
their budgets around safety, because that’s the thing that saves lives.’ 
 
Recent trends in UK health and safety fatalities show that SME operatives are most at 
risk. In this regard, a report commissioned by the UK government in 2011, chaired by 
Professor Ragnar Löfstedt, called for the simplification and streamlining of health and 
safety regulations, purposely tailored towards SMEs. For the reason that, ‘though the 
industry’s rate of 2.3 deaths per 100,000 workers is a slight reduction on the five-year 
average of 2.5, SMEs fatality rate remains significantly higher than the national average 
of 0.6 per 100,000 workers’ (Berkin, 2012). 
 
There are indications that large construction firms positively manage health and safety, 
by investing in safety activities that promote a positive safety culture (Mantle, 2012). For 
instance, NHBC (2012) asserts that ‘the large builders are getting it pretty much as they 
should do – they put a lot of effort into selection and monitoring and they do not tolerate 
low standards. But it’s really difficult to reach firms at the SME end of the industry’. 
However, Donaghy (2009) in an inquiry into the underlying causes of construction fatal 
accidents titled ‘One death is too many’, reiterates that the safety culture in the 
construction industry is responsible for the endless occurrence of adverse health and 
safety incidents. 
 
Donaghy (2009) further stated that ‘... there comes a time when safety good practice 
has to become a legal requirement. I believe the time is right to introduce a clearer sign 
that society wishes to prevent fatalities and demands a higher standard of behaviour 
from those in the construction industry who do not at present follow good practice’. From 
every indication, this report submitted to the UK Secretary of State for Work and 
Pensions portrays the construction industry as lacking best practice in safety. Hence, the 
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European Agency for Safety and Health at Work (EASHW, 2001) suggested that 
‘promoting a best practice vision is an important weapon in the battle against all-too-
common fatalism’.  
 
2.3 Definition and classification of SMEs 
 
Organisations that operate in the industry can be classified using the European 
Commission, Enterprise and Industry (ECEI, 2011) and the Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development’s (OECD, 2004) definition of enterprises.  Three types of 
enterprises are suggested by their tabulation; medium, small and micro enterprises, as 
illustrated in table 2.3. Furthermore, the ECEI (2011) stated that, apart from the head 
count ceiling, an enterprise qualifies as an SME if it meets either the turnover ceiling or 
the balance sheet ceiling, but not necessarily both.   
 
Table 2.3: Classification and definition of SMEs adapted from ECEI (2011). 
 
 
 
 
 
                
Nevertheless, there are variations to this definition of enterprise categorisation, with 
most countries having to classify enterprises or organisations doing business in their 
territory differently. In the UK, classification of enterprise appears to be similar to that put 
forward by ECEI (2011), but there are significant differences. For emphasis see the UK 
definition and classification of enterprise, put forward by (BERR, 2008) in chapter one, 
section 1.7. The UK definition and classification of enterprises will be considered by this 
study, because this study focus is on UK construction industry.  
 
As mentioned in section 2.4, ‘working in SMEs is especially risky’ in terms of exposure to 
hazard and deaths (Arocena and Nuez, 2010); perhaps SME businesses are 
heterogeneous in nature and they dominate a wide array of construction business 
activities, ranging from ventures such as artisan, joinery firms, tiling firms, painting 
Enterprise category Headcount Turnover or Balance sheet total 
Medium-sized < 250 ≤ € 50 million ≤ € 43 million 
Small < 50 ≤ € 10 million ≤ € 10 million 
Micro < 10 ≤ € 2 million ≤ € 2 million 
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works, plumbing, and brick laying businesses. OECD (2004) stated that ‘SMEs are of 
particular importance to the construction industry; because they constitute more than 
90% of all businesses in the industry'. BERR (2008) stressed that ‘SMEs account for 
83.7% employment and 67.4% turnover generation in the construction industry’. The 
European Agency for Safety and Health at Work (EASHW, 2003) argued that 
‘approximately 99% of construction firms in Europe are SMEs; thus their involvement in 
the day-to-day running of construction businesses make SMEs more susceptible to 
adverse safety incidents when compared to large firms’.  
 
2.3.1 SMEs’ commitment to health and safety  
 
Despite SMEs’ huge involvement in construction business, their commitment level to 
health and safety calls for concern. Most often, SMEs are not committed to safety 
because they do not have the right safety culture, though they may be compliant with 
health and safety rules (OSHA, 2009). This assertion can be corroborated by the HSE 
(2005d) which claims that ‘different factors affect compliance with health and safety, but 
the main motivators for complying, or trying to comply, with health and safety is the 
general fear of the law, liability (fear of being sued by clients) and threat from the local 
workforce if non-compliance was not remedied’. Furthermore, HSE (2003b) research 
findings based on construction sites revealed that the main factors motivating 
compliance with health and safety regulations by SMEs were legal obligation (67%), 
health and safety publicity (67%), and insurance costs (50%). Other factors were 
development of quality systems (50%) and supplier/customer/client pressure 33%. 
Conversely, the major reasons for non-compliance with safety by SMEs were identified 
as lack of awareness of legislative requirements, inadequate knowledge on how to 
comply with safety obligations, money and poor management structures. 
 
In addition, a HSE (2003b) study revealed that many businesses, especially construction 
SMEs, do not have formal health and safety compliance management systems in place. 
The study cited lack of knowledge on the benefits of complying with health and safety, a 
small number of employees, low priority and time restrictions as reasons for not 
developing formal health and safety best practice principles. Findings from the HSE 
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(2003b) claim that 71% of SMEs, compared with 84% of large firms have formal safety 
systems in place.  
 
Unfortunately, out of the 71% of SMEs that have formal safety systems in place, it was 
discovered that, their systems were often less comprehensive than large organisations. 
For example, the research went further to explain that only 17% of SMEs have 
performance measurements, compared with 71% of large companies. Figure 2.3 
illustrates construction businesses’ percentage consideration for formal health and 
safety compliance systems. 
 
 
Figure 2.3.1: Construction businesses’ percentage consideration for formal health and safety 
compliance systems; adapted from HSE (2003b: 5)   
 
2.4 Cost of health and safety 
 
The phrase ‘cost of safety’, is frequently used to denote total costs of health and safety 
in projects (Smallman and John, 2001; HSE, 2003a). These costs are usually classified 
as direct and indirect costs of health and safety (Head and Harcourt, 1995; Pillay and 
Haupt, 2008). 
 
Direct cost of safety are sometimes straight forward to measure, which include but are 
not limited to, the cost of providing Personnel Protective Equipment (PPE), cost of safety 
supervision, compensation, insurance, cost of providing first aid/other health services 
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and cost of safety training. Haig (1998) opined that the indirect costs of safety accounts 
for immeasurable costs, such as loss of production and efficiency in organisations, 
wages for lost time of uninjured co-workers, cost of repairs or replacement of damaged 
material or equipment. Other costs that fall under this cost category include, the time to 
order, deliver, testing of new products say machines, and all other costs incurred by 
administrative personnel and overtime caused by loss of production that may occur after 
a workplace accident. 
 
Higginson (2006) and HSE (2006) argue that even those costs that are insured are often 
subject to excess in many cases, and the ratio of direct to indirect costs of safety or 
insured to uninsured costs in some cases are in a ratio of 1:10, as illustrated in figure 
2.4.  
 
                          
Figure 2.4: Insured and uninsured costs of safety arising from accidents adapted from 
Higginson (2006) and HSE (2004b) 
 
2.4.1  Subtlety of cost of safety and costing culture 
 
Generally, in construction businesses, the safety cost or the safety budget centre is 
often not allocated large sums of money in contractors’ tender bids. There is a general 
acceptance that health and safety is part of generic good practice activities, and is not a 
bespoke activity to be considered as isolated from production (Arewa and Farrell, 
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2011a).  Money and time allocated for production work should include sufficiently for that 
work to be executed safely; thus, in many instances safety is not an extra tangible or 
identifiable cost.  For example, contractors may specifically allocate large sums of 
money to site cleaning; the cleaning is required for multiple purposes, including 
supporting efficiency in production and keeping sites safe.   
 
Arewa and Farrell (2011) articulate the argument that contractors have their own costing 
systems and incorporate money into bids in different ways or in different places in 
contract documentation. Some money can be allocated to cost centres for incident and 
accident prevention, for example the provision of personal protective equipment (PPE).  
That cost centre may be labelled ‘safety’ or merely ‘PPE’.  Some contractors indicate 
they spend large amounts of money on safety training; however cost centres may be 
merely labelled ‘training’, without consequently the possibility to separate out safety 
training costs from other training.  The cost of employing site staff can represent a 
significant proportion of the preliminary element of contractors’ bids; a significant 
proportion of site staff time may be devoted to bespoke health and safety activities. Staff 
may also spend time directing production, which they inherently ensure is executed 
safely.  
 
However, in most construction businesses staff employment costs are allocated to a 
staffing cost centre and not a safety cost centre.  Therefore, separating out the cost of 
safety is not possible.  It is arguable that the culture of companies drives the amount of 
money allocated to cost centres that have influence on health and safety; companies 
that are pro-active in ensuring sites are safe will ensure they budget a reasonable 
amount for health and safety activities, for example, for a sufficient number site staff and 
sufficient training. 
 
Whilst contractors may have some budgets for health and safety incidents and accident 
prevention, such as for PPE, the largest proportion of health and safety costs are 
incurred when accidents happen (Smallman and John, 2001; HSE, 2003a; Culyer, et al., 
2008).  Costs can be very high and contractors usually have no bespoke budget against 
which to allocate costs that arise from accidents.  Contractors may include sums of 
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money in their tenders under the generic label of ‘risk’, but clearly this may actually be a 
contingency for possible accidents on higher risk jobs. Some construction organisations 
that do price safety and may anchor their cost of safety on either percentages of total 
labour cost or total project value without any definite measuring or costing system in 
place.  
 
A study by Stanford Learning Centre (SLC), conducted by Levitt and Samuelson (1987), 
claimed that the cost of safety usually stands at 2.5% of direct labour costs. Another 
study from the USA found that the cost of safety can take up to 0.625% of total project 
costs (Business Round Table, 2002). The Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU, 2007) 
maintained that safety costs can be set at 8% of payroll. In South Africa, occupational 
accidents and diseases account for approximately 3.5% of its GDP (Pillay and Haupt, 
2008). The differences in percentages of safety cost put forward by various studies 
depend on how the cost of safety is defined. 
 
One major concern likely to hinder costing of safety is the fear or mind-set that including 
sums of money in bids for safety increases tender prices, thereby making tenders 
unsuccessful. Site managers may prefer to have budgets specifically allocated to site 
safety, and have the freedom and authority to spend those budgets. In practice, 
managers may wish to use ‘safer’ systems of work, but are restricted by having no 
specific budget. In reality, some organisations that claim to price safety appear to build 
safety cost into production costs on the assumption that costs of safety are not ‘ring-
fenced’, but are part of production costs. The practice of not ring-fencing safety cost may 
be anchored on Carcoba’s (1999) argument that ‘costing something as intangible as 
safeguarding processes is an imprecise science’. However, such practice of not costing 
safety activities may be dangerous or inimical to the profitability of organisations, in the 
event of adverse safety incidents. It is imperative to note, therefore, that provision for 
cost of safety varies from one organisation to another.  
 
In generic terms, costs relating to health and safety can be considered as two separate 
issues; the cost of health and the cost of safety.  The consequences of failures in safety 
are immediately apparent; health issues are often latent, failures resulting in a variety of 
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industrial diseases that may only develop many years later.  Some companies may be 
deterred from investing in health and safety since they do not perceive it as an 
investment, but as a cost that ultimately reduces profit unless, of course, there is an 
accident.  However, they calculate, statistically speaking the accident will not happen, or 
in other words, they will, ‘fingers crossed, get away with it’. It could be argued that the 
major driver to assure safe systems of works is legislation. In the developed world, 
offenders not only pay fines but risk imprisonment as well. 
 
2.4.2 Commitment to health and safety: a cost or an investment? 
 
Lee (2011) affirms that ‘it is important for entrepreneurs to distinguish what elements of 
their endeavour be considered costs versus investments, even outside of sheer cash ... 
how one views a particular element changes drastically on how one values and 
perceives its potential’. However, the HSE (2008) asserts that improving health and 
safety practice through commitment to health and safety is an investment because it 
enhances well-being, productivity and profitability. The HSE (2008, 2009a) further 
highlights that spending on preventive health and safety entails having health and safety 
budgets, quality safety training, spending on safeguarding of equipment, engaging 
quality staff and commitment to robust safety policies.   
 
Ordinarily, spending on safety, like any other item or service, is worthwhile as long as 
the benefits it brings exceed what was initially committed or spent. But the economics 
behind construction firms spending on preventive health and safety have been 
characterised by absurdity, confusion and elusiveness (Young, 2010). Whilst there is 
evidence that such spending does yield returns, there also seems to exist economic 
scepticism amongst many professionals in the construction industry on whether such 
spending be considered a cost or an investment. 
 
Dorman (2000) argues that the value preposition attached to safety spending may 
influence the amount of commitment to health and safety or a measure for health and 
safety best practice. Bailey, et al., (1995) argued that ‘committing organisation resources 
to improve health and safety is not an investment, because health and safety is a public 
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good and desire which cannot be obtained through the normal market economy (return 
on investment) mechanism’. This assertion may be interpreted to mean that resources 
used to improve (preventive) health and safety cannot be measured based on normal 
market indices per se. 
 
But economists and modernists are of the view that resources committed to health and 
safety are an investment, as long as such spending yields returns. For this reason, 
Hughes and Ferret (2007) claimed that well practiced health and safety is a crucial 
investment; because of what such practice saves for organisations’.  Moreover, the 
saying that ‘health is wealth’ ordinarily portrays resources committed into preventive 
health and safety as an investment. This can be corroborated by the HSE (2011c) 
assertion that ‘investment in healthy people yields healthy businesses’.  
 
Culyer et al. (2008) argued that it is difficult to measure directly returns on resources 
committed to preventive health and safety; ‘however there are basically three ends of 
returns to investment in occupational health and safety, namely: (i) such investment 
improves health and well-being, (ii) inherent value of greater security, and (iii) improved 
productivity’. This seems to justify the claim by Waterman (2012) that ‘managing health 
and safety well is not a cost, it is an investment’. Koper et al. (2009) stressed that for 
spending on ‘health and safety to be deemed as an investment, it should contribute 
significantly to performance aspects such as overcoming absenteeism, overall cost 
reduction, productivity and profitability.’ Bailey et al. (1995) argued that ‘ultimately 
investment should yield returns and can be measured using cost benefit analysis; 
because investment is often linked to numerous advantages which include process 
efficiencies, reduced cost and staff retention.’  
 
According to Lee (2011) ‘there is significant difference between cost and investment’. 
Cost is a reference to the total money, time and resources associated with a purchase, 
activity or service rendered,’ and ‘an investment is a reference to the use of money for 
future profitability’. Lucy (2009) argued that it is somewhat difficult to distinguish between 
characteristics of a cost and an investment. Veltri et al. (2007) argue that correlating 
commitment to health and safety best practice with a detailed evaluation of most 
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investment models, such as time value for money, present/future value for money, 
annuity and return on capital investment evaluations, in most cases does not give a 
clear picture on whether commitment to safety is an investment or a cost.  
 
Investments usually have more risk involved, but also could lead to more profitability (or 
reward) in the long run. Good investments should yield positive returns and are often 
driven by intentions to make profit. Bradley (2011) asserted that the performance 
measure used to evaluate the efficiency of an investment is often referred to as ‘return 
on investment’ (ROI). To calculate ROI, the benefit of an investment is divided by the 
cost of the investment; the result is expressed as a percentage or a ratio using the 
following formula: 
 
 
       ROI      = 
 
 
However, using the q theory economic model put forward by Abel and Enerly (2002) 
which states that ‘optimal investment is dependent on both expected returns and costs 
of capital’, an attempt is made to differentiate between characteristics of cost and 
investment as illustrated table 2..4.2a below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Gross income - Cost of investment 
X 100 
Cost of investment  
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> Cost is fully identified with product or  
services 
> Investment is synonymous with 
commitment or deals that yield return 
> Cost does not mean the same thing in 
all circumstances 
> Under normal circumstances investment 
should yield returns 
> Cost of item may not be true, exact or 
the accurate amount paid for a product 
or service 
> Investment is often driven by an intention 
to make profit 
> The composition of what constitutes 
cost differs under different 
circumstances 
> Investment compositions are usually well 
spelt out, unlike cost that differs under 
different situations 
> Different methods are often used to 
ascertain what constitutes a cost 
> In most cases, it is market forces that 
control the outcome of normal investment 
> Cost varies with time, volume, method 
or purpose  
> Investment is synonymous with future 
purpose (gain) 
> Cost is expenditure which may be 
actual or estimated, direct or indirect 
and should be related to a job, 
product, process or service 
> Investment can be direct and indirect. It 
may be linked to training and 
development of product and services 
> Customarily, to some extent, cost has 
the traits of been subject to control 
> In an ideal situation, investment should 
help reduce cost 
> Cost is the opposite of revenue  > Divestment is the opposite of investment                  
> Cost must not necessarily yield return > Most investment is valuable 
> Investors usually minimise cost in 
order to maximise output. 
> Investors’ need to invest is usually 
influenced by ‘pay-back time’ and yield 
(returns) 
  
  
Additional economic measures such as pay-back time, time value for money, annuity 
and return on capital evaluations that specifically measures the length of time required 
to recover the cost of an investment can also be used to determine the effectiveness of 
an investment. Arguably, it is relatively difficult to use these economic models to 
calculate return based on investment or spending on preventive health and safety, 
because of the ‘non-ring fenced’ nature of such expenses. Therefore, it is difficult to pin 
down spending on preventive health and safety to a particular project cost centre, nor 
can it be used effectively to measure return on safety (ROS) or pay-back time on 
commitment to health and safety. Perhaps, this may have informed the rationale behind 
the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors’ (RICS) thinking to include in its New Rule 
of Measurement (NRM 1, p. 293 - 295), pricing of health and safety activities as an item. 
Nevertheless, it should be mentioned that construction contractors do have bespoke 
Table 2.4.2a: Difference between cost and investment using q theory economic 
model,  adopted from Clement et al (1998), Abel and Enerly (2002), MBA knowledge 
base (2008), Norris (2009) and The Times 100 (2010) 
 
     Characteristics of cost            Characteristics of investment 
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means of adding money to preliminary items in Bills of Quantities, to allow for preventive 
health and safety in construction projects.  
 
Hence, Culyer et al. (2008) are of the view that the challenges of not having appropriate 
economic models that can be used to measure accurately returns on spending on 
preventive health and safety using quantitative measurements may have contributed 
significantly to the difficulties associated with ascertaining whether spending on 
preventive health and safety is a cost or an investment. In this regard, the Occupational 
Health and Safety Administration (OSHA, 2009) claimed that the economics behind 
spending on preventive health and safety are contentious, due to imprecise 
measurement and different viewpoints on whether such spending is a cost or an 
investment.  
 
Dorman (2000) affirmed that ‘expenditure used to improve working conditions is an 
investment in a strict economic sense; it is cost borne in earlier periods in order to reap 
benefits in later times’. On the other hand, it may be deemed inappropriate to consider 
spending on preventive health and safety using normal market investment parameters; 
because in terms of financing an investment, the loans from which normal market 
investments are made are usually collateralised by the assets the investment purchases 
or produces, such as equipment, material, patents and stocks of finished and part-
finished goods. But the main asset under consideration in terms of commitment to health 
and safety is human capital, and workers cannot be offered as collateral. Firms do not 
actually own their workers, of course; they only rent them. As a result, all investments in 
human capital, including commitment to health and safety, are likely to be subject to 
adverse discrimination in financial markets (Koper, et al., 2009). Thus Dorman (2000), in 
an articulate analysis, acknowledged that ‘investment in occupational health and safety 
has certain deficiencies that cause problems with perception and quantification. These 
deficiencies (unequal distribution of costs, benefits, problem with perception and 
quantification) lead to lower levels of prevention than economically feasible, even at the 
enterprise level.’ 
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In this regard, Culyer et al. (2008) subsequently affirmed that the measure of 
commitment to health and safety against return on the profitability of organisations’ 
remains a challenge to the study of health and safety economics. This inherent difficulty 
seems to inspire most literature to base economic measurement of commitment to 
health and safety solely on cost benefit analysis, with little or no attempt to measure 
investment in health and safety directly with organisational profitability. The most recent 
study regarding cost benefit analysis on commitment to preventive health and safety 
was conducted by the International Social Security Association (ISSA, 2011), which 
stated that ‘the goal of prevention accounting is to calculate the microeconomic effects 
of occupational health and safety in terms of qualitative and quantitative metrics ... 
achieved by developing a cost benefit analysis ... using an ordinal scale that is suitable 
for qualitative observations’, as illustrated in table 2.4.2b. 
 
Table 2.4.2b: Health and safety prevention costs and benefits for companies; adapted from ISSA 
(2011) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A literature review conducted by Arewa and Farrell (2012b) that appraised eighteen 
case studies of various levels of commitment to spending on preventive health and 
safety, obtained from the HSE (HSE, 2009a and 2009b), reveal commitment to health 
Prevention costs (for 
companies). Value in EUR per 
employee per year   
Prevention benefits (for 
companies). Value in EUR 
per employee per year   
Personal protective equipment  
168 
Cost savings through 
prevention of disruptions  566 
Guidance on safety technology 
and company medical support 
278 
Cost savings through 
prevention of wastage and 
reduction of time spent on 
catching up after disruptions 414 
Specific prevention training 
measures 
141 
Added value generated by 
increased employee motivation 
and satisfaction 632 
Preventive medical check-ups 
58 
Added value generated by 
sustained focus on quality and 
better quality of products 441 
Organisational costs 
293 
Added value generated by 
product innovations 254 
Investment costs 
274 
Added value generated by 
better corporate image  632 
Set-up costs 
123 
Added value generated by 
better corporate image  - 
Total costs                                   1,334 Total benefit                              2,940 
Cost-benefit on return of ROS ratio: 1:2.2.  
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and safety yields returns that include cost reduction, increased production, increased 
efficiency, improvement in equipment reliability, enhancement in worker trust and 
reduction in Accident Frequency Rates (AFRs). The study further shows that ‘the need 
to invest in preventive health and safety is meaningful to both large construction firms 
and also SMEs’. The findings also suggest that SMEs that invest in safety measures 
tend to have better savings on insurance premiums compared to large companies. 
Therefore, it means that lack of commitment to safety can lead to negative safety image, 
with the tendency to increase SMEs’ insurance premiums. Details of seven out of the 
eighteen case studies reviewed by the Arewa and Farrell (2012b) study are illustrated in 
table 2.4.2c. 
 
The general view about spending on preventive health and safety seems to portray such 
expenses as an investment; that is, returns on investment are not considered as a factor 
when decisions are made about whether spending on health and safety should proceed. 
From the point of view of quantity surveyors or estimators, spending on preventive 
safety is arguably deemed as a cost, since contractors include money in tenders to take 
care of spending on preventive health and safety without being able to measure tangible 
financial returns. On the other hand, it is argued that the amount budgeted and spent on 
preventive safety may be used as an indicator of the commitment of organisations to 
health and safety, and such spending can be used as a parameter to determine the 
degree of health and safety best practice in organisations (HSE, 2004). 
 
Conversely, in accounting terms it seems inappropriate to classify preventative health 
and safety expenditure as an investment. However, retaining the term ‘investment’ may 
be a useful semantic tool to be used to lever managers to spend as much money on 
health and safety as is reasonable. In all, what seems to be clear is that organisations 
that are committed to spending on preventive health and safety do reap numerous and 
varied returns, with the possibility of boosting overall productivity and profitability. 
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Table 2.4.2c: Investment in health and safety and return on investment analysis (Arewa and Farrell, 
2012b) based on data from HSE (2011b) 
 
 
  
Name of 
company  
Nature of 
business/No. of 
employees 
(NoE) 
Nature of 
investment in 
safety  
Approximate 
cost of 
investment in 
safety  (£) 
Gain from 
investment in 
safety/annual 
(£) 
Return on 
investment in 
safety (ROIS) 
1 Data 
Scaffolding 
Services Ltd -
UK 
Construction 
- NoE 8 
Employment 
of an external 
safety advisor 
and 
investment in 
high quality 
scaffolding 
    30,400 Saved approx. 
21,000 from 
reduction in 
insurance 
premiums and 
others benefits 
60% saving 
on insurance 
premium and 
increase in 
production 
efficiency 
2 Ibstock Brick 
Ltd - Sussex, 
UK 
Production 
of bricks - 
NoE 50 
Investment  in 
safety training 
and 
equipment 
  270,000 Saved approx. 
20,000 
quarterly and 
other benefits 
25% 
reduction in 
days lost and  
increase of 
1.5% in brick 
production 
3 Dolphine 
painters. 
Dorset, UK 
Construction 
internal 
finishes - 
NoE 20 
Investment  in 
new 
equipment, 
altering 
existing 
equipment 
and staff 
training  
      5,000 15% reduction 
in overall 
operation 
costs and 
other benefits 
15% 
reduction in 
operating 
costs. No 
employer 
liability claims 
4 Huntsmans 
Quarries Ltd, 
Gloucestershire
, UK 
Construction 
- NoE 40 
Training of 
staff and 
investment in 
staff welfare 
    270,000 Saved approx. 
20,000; 
increase in 
production 
and other 
benefits 
5% increase 
in productivity 
and reduction 
of employer 
liability costs 
by 30% 
5 Birse Rail Ltd, 
UK  
Railway 
Construction 
- NoE 800 
Invested in 
safety training 
and 
equipment 
  135,000 Saved 16,200 
per annum 
from 
increased 
efficiency and 
other benefits 
69% 
reduction in 
AFRs from 
0.64 (2001) to 
0.20 (2002) 
per 100 hours 
worked 
6 Edmund Nuttall 
Ltd, Wales and 
Scotland 
Civil 
engineering  
Construction 
- NoE 2,500 
Training and 
equipment 
      92,000 Saved approx. 
15,640 
monthly from 
workers’ 
absenteeism  
Staff turnover 
reduced from 
62% in 1999 
to 33% in 
2002  
7 Wilson James, 
Essex, UK 
Construction 
- NoE 500 
Investment in 
worker well-
being 
    150,000 Saved 
approx.14,000  
per annum 
from 
insurance and  
other remedial 
safety costs 
Reduction in 
lost time;  
workers felt 
valued, 
gained 
worker trust 
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2.5 Safety culture and cost 
 
Unfortunately, in spite of the industry’s performance and overall output, it has been 
repeatedly mentioned that construction has a poor safety culture (Hughes and Ferret, 
2007; Coble and Blatter, 1999 and Boot, et al., 2005). Hence it is often seen as a 
stereotype of an accident-prone industry (HSE 2009). It is only the mining and fishing 
industries that have higher fatalities than construction (Misronet Construction Information 
Services MCIS, 2011). Furthermore Hughes and Ferret (2007) and the HSE (2012b) 
concur that the construction industry in the UK remains one of the most dangerous 
industries; hence the need to promote a positive safety culture that is attractive and has 
a good reputation (HSE, 2012a). 
 
Understanding safety culture is imperative; perhaps it may help identify the untold 
influence it has over safety cost and subsequently on profitability. Schein (1992) and 
Furnham (1997) in their various contributions opined that one aspect of an organisation 
that is notoriously difficult to define is safety culture. Flin et al. (2000) and the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA, 1986 and 1991) maintained that the interest 
in safety culture originated from the Chernobyl accident of 1986, which drew the world’s 
attention to the importance of safety culture and its impact on managerial and human 
factors on the outcome of safety performance. The concept was introduced as a means 
of explaining how the lack of knowledge of risk and safety by the employees and the 
organisation contributed to the disaster. The Institution of Engineering Technology IET 
(2010) refers to the 1987 report by the IAEA on Chernobyl disaster, which revealed 
issues beyond the immediate causes stating that:  
 
 ‘their belief in safety was a mirage, their systems inadequate, 
 and operator errors commonplace … From the top to the bottom, the 
body corporate was infected with the disease of sloppiness’. 
 
Studies by Cohen (1977), Shannon et al. (1996) and Reason (1998) reveal that 
organisations with a positive safety culture are characterised by certain factors, such as:  
 
 High quality organisational learning and openness to change;  
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 Useful and effectual communication techniques that are generally understood; 
 An administrative arrangement that is all inclusive (includes all employees); 
 Clarity of expectations and devotion to line management with proactive measures 
on safety performance; 
 Pronounced leadership commitment to safety; 
 Obvious and clear awareness of workplace and process safety; 
 Having an inquiring behaviour, questioning attitude by all individuals; 
 Maintenance competence; 
 Having strong appraisal (audit) and inspection plans toward safety activity. 
 
2.6 Measuring commitment to safety using best practice principles 
 
The phrase ‘best practice’ has no specific definition. But the phrase has been described 
in various ways by different organisations to suit different circumstances. However, 
Duignan (2011) stated that, ‘best practice can be viewed as a practice that practitioners 
know and are convinced, to be feasible to implement by replicating such practice 
because, it has been probably proven to have successful outcome somewhere else’.  
According to the United Nations Population Fund (UNPF, 2004) glossary ‘best practice’ 
is simply: 
 
‘planning or operational practices that, have proven successful in particular 
circumstances, which are used to demonstrate what works and what does 
not and to accumulate and apply knowledge about how and why they work 
in different situations and contexts’. 
 
The UK Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS, 2010) described ‘best 
practice as a means of finding and using best ways of working to achieve business 
objectives’. It involves keeping up-to-date with the ways that successful businesses 
operate. In addition, best practice entails measuring patterns and ways of working in 
comparison to the leader (pacesetter) in a specific field of endeavour. An important fact 
that can be deduced from these definitions is that best practice promotes a learning 
culture at operational levels. For instance, Duignan (2011) suggests that such practices 
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must be feasible to implement and can be replicated elsewhere, due to proof of 
outcome.  
 
Therefore, the need to entrench best practice in construction health and safety 
programmes is imperative, because of the chronic accident history associated with the 
industry. In terms of hazard rate, Jain (2007) claimed that ‘construction hazards are 
rated as eight times more risky than those from the manufacturing sector’. On a 
comparative basis ‘the average Fatal Accident Frequency Rate (FAFR) for nuclear 
plants in a period of five years to 2007 is 0.22 incidents / 1000 employees / year as 
against an estimated value of 15.8 incidents / 1000 employees / year for the Indian 
Construction Industry ...’. Thus, rigorous best practice standards are required in the 
construction industry to overcome these challenges, especially where safety standards 
are consistently compromised. 
  
The EASHW (2001) suggests that ‘although significant progress has been made in 
accident prevention ... the demand for best practice in safety is on the increase to 
involve ... new work practices and settings in both strategic and operational levels of 
organisations’. The objective for seeking best practice in safety according to EASHW, 
(2001) is not to ‘eliminate all accidents...; instead the aim is to encourage people to think 
that all accidents are preventable’ if compliance with best practice in safety is upheld.  
 
Moreover, recent events in the construction sector indicate that the present norms of 
health and safety practice appear to be far from the zero accident vision that is long 
desired (Vasconcelos, et al., 2011). The Health and Safety Laboratory (HSL, 2011) 
suggests that best practice includes ‘investing heavily in health and safety through 
training of supervisors, workers, engagement of qualified skills, observation, seeking 
continuous improvement concepts, safety feedback techniques and implementing 
rewards/penalty systems for safe/unsafe acts’ and there is too little application of these 
items and consequently the war against unsafe practices is far from over in the 
construction industry.  
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In the past, poor safety culture was commonly identified as a major cause of accidents, 
but recent suggestions from Donaghy (2009: 12), HSE 2011a and HSL (2011) show that 
best practices in safety may have been completely unexplored. Contextually, the term 
best practice in safety may not have been widely used, compared to the theme safety 
culture within the remits of safety management in construction business. Bieneck (2006) 
explained that, a lack of clarity on the part of construction practitioners as to whether 
safety best practice is feasible and useful to implement may have limited the drive for 
best practice in safety.  
 
However, it is imperative to know that, one of the underlying principles of best practice is 
that it promotes culture of learning, can be replicated and seeks continuous 
improvement (Duignan, 2011).  According to Madsen (2011) ‘industries that have made 
giant strides in terms of best practice in health and safety management are the nuclear 
and aviation industries’. Therefore, the construction industry can learn best practice in 
safety from such industries.  
 
Carvalho et al., (2006) and Madsen (2011) observed that, the positive safety culture 
sustained in the aviation and nuclear industries are as a result of best practice 
standards. Such standards make safety practice visible in these industries (IAEA, 2002). 
Arguably, health and safety practice in the construction industry cannot be said to have 
a dominant feature in construction operations compared to the aviation and the nuclear 
industries. In addition, there is proof that best practice in safety in aviation and nuclear 
industries yield high-level outcomes for these industries (INSAG, 1986).   
 
For example, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA, 2002) claimed that ‘the 
nuclear installations have proven through strong outcome/impact evaluation results ... 
that continuous improvement ideas from safety best practice concepts contributes to the 
overall goals and aspirations for the nuclear industry’. While the International Civil 
Aviation Organisation (ICAO, 2007 p. 2) maintained that, ‘without improvement in safety 
the aviation industry would not have attained its present level of recognition and status’. 
Therefore, similar safety improvement ideas rooted on safety best practice can be 
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replicated in construction, since there is evidence that, best practice in safety promotes 
positive business success.  
 
Hawkes (2009) argued that, ‘it is difficult for the construction industry to uphold best 
practice in health and safety. Possibly, due to the fact that, construction business is 
characterised by a beehive of activities with an incredible amount of work taking place at 
the same time; thus, creating an environment that is frenzy, busy and messy. In such 
working environments, it difficult to have proper precautionary (best practice) measures 
in place’. Vasconcelos et al. (2011) seem to have similar view to Hawkes (2009) by 
arguing that, ‘in the past, even at present a lot of mishaps leading to tragic and deadly 
incidents are associated with construction industry; perchance each of these accidents 
could have been completely avoided if measures such as best practice in safety were 
adequately put in place’. 
 
Notwithstanding Sowman (2011) seems to disagree with the view that, it is difficult to 
uphold best practice in health and safety; by arguing that benchmarking best ways of 
working through well-designed safety systems holds the key to the attainment of best 
practice in health and safety. For this reason, a well-designed safety system in an 
organisation must promote safety training, improvement and identify deficiencies in 
safety practice. It also, encourages reporting near misses/feedback systems, supports 
proactive safety (use of PPE), cheers effective communication of safety strategies 
(safety meetings) and enforcement of safety at an operational. 
 
On the other hand, it will be erroneous or misjudgement to view current health and 
safety practice in the construction industry as a complete bad practice. Regardless of 
the undesirable safety statistics attributed to the construction industry, safety has always 
been part and parcel of construction projects. Safety practice in construction may not 
have attained the status of best practice when compared to the aviation and nuclear 
industries. Perhaps, the primary concern to construction practitioners should be, 
benchmarking and measuring level of compliance with safety best practice using 
necessary safety and business success indicators (OSHA, 2009).  
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2.6.1 Indicators of effective health and safety best practice 
 
A workshop organised by the HSE (2004c) highlighted main features of construction 
best practice in safety and examples are illustrated in table 2.6.1a.  
 
Table 2.6.1a: Examples of best practice adapted from HSE (2004: 35)  
    
Health and safety best 
practice  
Some examples of best 
practice 
Direct level influences     
 
D1 Individual competence Knowledge of safety 
 
D2 Motivation / morale Develop a positive culture 
 
D3 Team working Safety improvement 
development in team 
 
D4 Situational awareness Awareness of safety situation 
 
D5 Fatigue Hours of working 
 
D6 Health Promote ‘wellness’ among the 
workforce 
 
D7 Quality of communications Concise straight to the point 
information 
 
D8 Availability of information / 
advice 
Produce ‘in-use’ information 
 
D9 Compliance Make people see how 
compliance will benefit them 
 
D10 Availability of suitable 
human Resources 
Competence manpower 
 
D11 Quality of inspection and 
Maintenance 
In-house own testing of 
equipment 
 
D12 Equipment operability Selecting right tool for job 
 
D13 Working environment Provide guidance on exposure 
Organisational level influences 
 
 
Q1 Recruitment and selection Pre-employment questionnaire 
 
Q2 Training Specific training 
 
Q3 Procedures Review and remove bad systems 
 
Q4 Planning Limit work duration 
 
Q5 Incident management and 
Feedback 
Management control 
 
Q6 Management / supervision Ensure exposure times are not 
exceeded 
 
Q7 Communications Ensure information is 
comprehensible 
 
Q8 Health culture Focus on good health not claims 
avoidance 
 
Q9 Equipment purchasing Buyers should have specification 
covering required 
 
Q10 Inspection and 
maintenance Policy 
Regular inspection 
 
Q11 Method of pay Avoid piece-work pressure 
 
Q12 Process design Design in indoor working 
 
Q13 Equipment design Minimise / insulate vibration 
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Table 2.6.1a: Examples of best practice adapted from HSE (2004: 34)  
 
    
Health and safety best 
practice  
Some examples of best 
practice 
Policy level influences   
 
P1 Contracting strategy Ask questions about health in 
procurement 
 
P2 Ownership and control Recognition of cumulative effects 
 
P3 Company culture Top down leadership 
 
P4 Organisational structure Management support 
 
P5 Health and safety 
management 
Ensure SMSs properly reflect 
health issues 
 
P6 Labour relations Ensure better labour relation 
 
P7 Company profitability   
Environmental level influences 
 
 
E1 Political influence  
 
E2 Regulatory influence Raised health profile 
 
E3 Market influence   
 
E4 Societal influence   
 
Most of the best practice factors listed are specific (not generic) and compare to the 
description of best practice described by many authors. Moreover, one striking feature 
about the list of best practice items illustrated in table 2.6.1a is that, the examples 
closely match commitment to health and safety descriptions. For example, regular 
checking and maintenance of machine/working tools and reporting norms are all cultural 
issues, (that is, the way things are done in an organisation). Indeed, virtually all the 
examples in table 2.6.1a can be said to be related to safety culture. It is argued that, 
effective measurement of health and safety best practice in an organisation will amount 
to a measurement of such organisation’s commitment to health and safety. 
  
2.7 Fundamentals: knowledge and theory 
 
This section outlines traditional approach within Construction Management Research 
(CMR) by highlighting the debates and discussions within the discipline of CMR itself in 
terms of organisational commitment to health and safety in connection with profitability 
and the arguments made for methodological pluralism within social research subject. 
The section further examines the essentials of alternative research approaches, safety 
culture theories, types of commitments theories, typologies and more recent 
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philosophical developments which ultimately led to epistemological knowledge that 
surround this study.  
 
Moreover, a detail theoretical framework is established at the onset to help readers 
make logical sense of the relationships between variables and factors that are 
considered relevant for the study. It will also guide the researcher to determine what 
theory to employ and the relationship to the study (Marriam, 2001 and Creswell, 2007). 
Thus, Bryman (1988) and Dainty (2008) argue that, any study that is rooted on a firm 
theoretical framework helps ensure rigour in the entirety of the research process.    
 
2.7.1 The field of construction management research as a discipline 
 
Construction management as an academic field seems to be developing in an 
evolutionary way based on developments in practice, which appear to be, largely 
unaffected by mainstream management theories (Betts and Wood-Harper, 1994, 2006). 
Voordijk (2009) asserts that ‘the discipline of CMR itself has been described as 
multidisciplinary design science that results from the sciences and humanities; inputs 
into the field of research that deals with design, production and operation of the built 
environment coupled with the social practice (socio-technological understanding)’. 
 
Construction management and its CMR arm is a field of endeavour that is rapidly 
changing in terms of growth; and its academic (study) areas are often commissioned to 
address both fundamental and applied research problems. Seymour et al. (1997) claim 
that, this area of discipline, is mainly concerned with development, improvement and 
function of integrated innovative solutions of economics, technical and social problems 
as they relate to engineering and management of construction. From an academic 
perspective, the multi-disciplinary nature of CMR has led to coherent but flexible 
platforms for the development of several lines of research (Voordijk, 2009).  
 
Dainty (2008) stresses that the field of CMR is strongly rooted in the natural sciences 
because the discipline is reasonably based on theoretical foundation, which is 
evidenced in its objective, realist ontology and positivist epistemology. Although, CMR is 
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considered multi-disciplinary, the fundamental structure that constitutes this area of 
study has often influenced majority of construction management research to take the 
form of scientific practice or quantitative techniques of research (Green and Harty, 
2008). Arguably, there are concerns about the appropriate research techniques that can 
be used to research social and economic aspects of CMR. While, there may be no 
problem in using quantitative techniques for the technical aspect of CMR, the choice of 
appropriate research techniques for economic and social sides of CMR remains a 
subject of debate (Voordijk, 2009). For instance, it is often argued that, there is no one 
research method that best suits some CMR areas such as commitment to health and 
safety matters and research in procurement areas of construction management; 
possibly, due to the intersection of these areas of research to natural science and social 
behaviour. Thus, both quantitative and qualitative techniques are often used to carry out 
thorough investigation in these aspects of research. 
 
Generically, the nature of the construction management discipline seems to portray two-
way flow thoughts between theory and practice. Green and Harty (2008) asserts that, 
there is an increasing range of customer-oriented theories emerging within the CMR 
discipline that is finding increasing acceptance and application within management 
domains both from a theoretical and practical standpoint. The emergence of these two-
way thoughts may have been influenced by the practical ontology behind construction 
management and emerging issues such as commitment to health and safety practice, 
value for money and the profitability drive by construction organisations. 
 
Panas and Pantouvakis (2010) argue that ‘from an ontological and epistemological point 
of view, CMR is dominated by the objectivist and positivist stance'. Perhaps, this may be 
attributed to the strong relationship of most CMR to productivity. Especially, as the 
discipline is interjected to the natural science and the traditional interest in investigating 
purely technical issues, such as project time, quality and cost issues’. However, there is 
contrary view to this claim, for instance Voordijk (2009) is of the view that, multi-method 
approaches to CMR in recent times appear to be gaining ground, due to the industry 
shift or drive towards how to increase profitability. Other factors that appear to influence 
multi-method research approaches in construction management include; 
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human/organisational behaviour, cultural diversions, health and safety concerns and 
elimination of waste in production process (Green and Harty, 2008). 
 
Recent research findings by Panas and Pantouvakis (2010) that examined construction 
management journals reveals that, ‘the application of quantitative research still 
dominates CMR by (60.70%); followed by the mixed-method (29.20%) and qualitative 
approaches (10.10%)’ as illustrated in table 2.7.1. These findings are based on 
proceedings from major construction management conferences and international 
construction management seminars in five research intense countries namely: the USA, 
China, UK, Australia and Canada. 
 
Table 2.7.1: CMR research approach classifications and categories adapted from Panas and 
Pantouvakis (2010) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Findings from table 2.7.1 show that, the quantitative approach is primarily associated 
with empirical research. This type of approach is often implemented for the development 
of numerical models that represent abstractions of construction systems aiming at 
delineating the effect of a pre-selected set of variables or factors on productivity (Farrell, 
2011 p. 7 - 8). Therefore, from the ontological viewpoint it could be argued that, the 
majority of CMR papers are linked to positivist and objectivistic research beliefs 
(Seymour, et al., 1997). 
 
But from epistemological perspective most CMR relating to health and safety practice 
tend to lean towards the positivist paradigm. For example, the most frequently cited 
studies concerning commitment to health and safety are from the HSE, OSHA, 
  Level 2: Categories 
Level 1: Classifications 
Archival 
study  
Empirical 
research 
Simulation 
proposals 
Total 
Quantitative 5 (5.6%) 26 (29.2%) 23 (25.9%) 54 (60.7%) 
Qualitative 5 (5.6%) 4 (4.5%) 0 (0.0%) 9 (10.1%) 
Mixed-method 8 (9.0%) 16 (18.0%) 2 (2.2%) 26 (29.2%) 
Total 18 (20.2%) 46 (51.7%) 25 (28.1%) 89 (100%) 
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Smallman and John (2001); with most of their findings centred on causes and effects of 
accidents on construction sites often measured using quantitative techniques.  
 
Furthermore, other renowned authors such as Seymour and Rooke (1995), Seymour et 
al. (1997) and Bryman and Bell (2003) in the area of human/organisational behaviour as 
it concerns health and safety matters seem to be challenged by the positivist dominance 
within CMR as a whole. These authors questioned the supremacy of the scientific 
theorising linked to the realist ontological and epistemological standpoints in CMR, for 
the reason that, the main ‘objects’ of most construction management research is people.  
The view of Seymour and Rooke (1995) and colleagues have been strongly criticised on 
the ground that, they are being ‘anti-scientific’ and are propagating an approach, which 
has yet to yield productive output, theories or progress (Runeson,1997).  
 
Based on this debate Runeson (1997) argued that, the traditional positivist research 
methods were the best in terms of assurance against what he call ‘bad research within 
the sphere of CMR’. In line with these arguments and recent findings by Panas and 
Pantouvakis (2010), it could be concluded that, CMR is strongly dominated by 
quantitative research techniques driven by a scientific foundation. However, there is an 
increase in the volume of CMR into human activities such as cultural behaviour of 
organisations, commitment to health and safety best practice and safety culture/climate, 
which are completely different from the study of the physical process that requires 
quantitative techniques. Thus, the clamour for alternative research approaches should 
be carefully considered when taking research decisions. 
 
In general, it appears that the majority of CMR crave for traditional research methods 
with little appetite to explore alternative research means (Raftery, 1997). Clark and 
Creswell (2008) argue that, the future of CMR methodology may benefit from increased 
usage of mixed methods research because of its combination influence.  
 
Notwithstanding, having considered the pros and cons of both traditional and alternative 
research approaches it is hoped that this study is able to contribute to the continuous 
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methodological growth debates within the discipline of construction management in 
terms of advancing the debates on which research approach best suits CMR. 
 
2.7.2 Lack of theories in CMR 
 
A theory is a generalisation about a phenomenon, an explanation of how or why 
something occurs. Indeed, any statements that explain what is measured or described 
any general statements about cause or effect are theory based, at least implicitly (Frey, 
et al., 1991). The function of theoretical research is to describe, explain, predict, or 
control human phenomena in a variety of contexts. 
 
Ofori (1993, 1994) affirmed that, the discipline of construction management research is 
characterised by lack of coherent theory and theoretical framework. Others authors such 
as Seymour et al. (1997), Fellows and Liu (1997) and Panas and Pantouvakis (2010) 
are of the view that, the problem in CMR is not a lack of theoretical framework, but, a 
somewhat lack of illogical development of preliminary hypotheses in the early stage of 
construction management studies.  
 
On the other hand, it has been argued that the field of construction management is an 
applied discipline that covers a wide range of actions; as such, it is over-ambitious to 
look forward to a singular theory to underpin this field of study (Chau, et al., 1998; 
Seymour, et al., 1997). However, Hughes (1997) appears to have a purist approach to 
the issue of theory underpinning construction management ‘... by arguing that, many 
researchers are of the view that the present setback experienced in CMR pertaining to 
theoretical frameworks is not lack of leading theory for the whole discipline as earlier 
emphasised; rather it could be claimed that there is no theory at all; despite some 
affirmations in most studies, that CM discipline is heavy governed by theories’. In an 
articulated literature review, Betts and Lansley (1993) maintain that CMR is rather a self-
referential, inward looking and has no guidance whatsoever from and contribution to 
theories. From a humanistic point of view, Harris (1998) attests to the fact that 
construction management researchers have for long ignored the centrality of theory to 
human activity, and argued that a research without a theory is not a research.  
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While debate about theory underpinning construction management continues, some 
neo-theorists (group of people that believe in loose collection of theories) are of the view 
that, the so-called construction management theories are isolated, or disconnected to 
those in a wider context. Thus, Hughes (1997) argues that, large numbers of theories 
within the discipline of construction management research are unique, and as such lack 
correlation with fundamental theories from other mainstream disciplines. Based on this 
premise, construction management should not be considered as an academic discipline 
in its right, with its own research techniques and theories (Hughes, 2001); though study 
may be founded on the basis of problems, data where solutions and advances need to 
be established within well-developed academic disciplines (Hughes, 1997). Similarly, 
this view of not recognising construction management as a subject area or applied 
disciplines is also supported be (Seymour, et al., 1997; 1998) and (Runeson, 1997) 
even though the later had a somewhat complete view that appears to be different to that 
of (Hughes, 1997). 
 
A closer look at the debates for and against theories in construction management 
research seems to portray a total neglect of the meaning of ‘theory’ by researchers. 
Construction management researchers rarely elucidate what comprises theoretical 
contribution when they criticise that CMR fall short of theories. In this regard, Dainty 
(2008, 2010) and Nanayakkara (2009) called for serious thoughtfulness into what might 
constitute CMR theories.  
 
2.7.3 Theories supporting this study 
 
It appears there are no explicit theories/models that, directly link commitment to health 
and safety with profitability. However, some theories/models draw significant attention to 
causes of accidents, improvement/commitment to safety and their relationship to 
organisation productivity. The following are some theories/model that gives insight to the 
relationship between commitment to health and safety and productivity: 
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Entropy Model of Accidents (EMA): this model is often referred to as the accident theory; 
propounded by Mol (2002). The model simply ties or links safety and productivity 
together. The theory identifies and classifies safety risks into two categories, namely:  
 
 Entropic risk – the risk associated with the degradation of business systems; 
 Residual risk – the inherent danger in all organisational activities. 
 
Fundamentally, the theory simply gives an insight to the perception of productivity (which 
is a key ingredient to profitability) and safety as incompatible business objectives 
through the illustration that, as organisation systems degrade performance and safety is 
threatened. This theory can be linked to discussion in section 2.4.2 that relates 
commitment to health and safety to cost and investment. 
 
Residual pathogens and risk management models: Reason (1998) put forward this 
model in late 1990. The model shows that, residual risks are not reducible by means of 
technological measures. Workers and the environment contribute to accidents in high-
risk industries where safety action fails to meet planned requirements. Therefore, the 
model simply points to the fact that, there is a need for appropriate recognition of 
residual risks and to develop strategies (through appropriate investment) to contain 
them. 
 
Domino theory:  According to Stewart (1997), Herbert William Heinrich while working at 
Travellers Insurance Company in 1929 developed this theory.  It describes a picture of 
domino falls that prompts a chain of others to fall, drawing out the lesson of unsafe 
conditions or unsafe acts. The key message is prevention of the chain reaction. How to 
prevent such chains of reaction was not explained by this theory therefore, creating a 
gap in knowledge.   
 
Safety Culture Maturity model: Lardner (1999) propounded this model, with emphasis on 
improvement in safety culture. The theory suggests that, organisations progress 
sequentially through five levels of safety maturity, by building on their safety strengths 
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and removing the weaknesses of the previous level. Level 5 is the level of attaining 
safety best practice (positive safety culture) as explained in figure 2.7.3. 
         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2.7.3: Safety culture maturity model, adapted from Lardner (1999) – the Kiel centre 
 
2.7.4 Commitment, theories and typologies  
 
The classes of theories examined in this section are particularly important to this study 
because they play a prominent role in an attempt to explore the role of organisations’ 
commitment to health and safety in the profitability of construction organisations. Apart 
from the role of human commitment, theories also help to understand types of human 
commitments and their relationships with other aspects of human and organisation’s 
spheres of activities. Over the past decades, social and behavioural scientists have 
proffered a number of commitment theories and typologies; which see commitment as a 
construct at the core of understanding human relationship maintenance (Amernic and 
Aranya, 2009). 
Safety Culture Maturity model 
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Sowmya and Panchanatham (2011) admit that, commitment itself has been defined in 
various ways, but at its root, commitment is defined as intending to continue in a line of 
action. Agnew (2009) claims that, ‘the relative simplicity of this definition, however, 
masks significant differences in how commitment has been conceived by theorists over 
the years. Thus, different types of commitment are being proposed. Some view 
commitment in behavioural terms (that is, continuing to do something). Others view it 
more psychologically, as the subjective experience of relationship continuation (for 
example, how one feels about continuing a relationship with a partner). Some consider 
commitment as a uni-dimensional concept, whereas others emphasised that it is either 
multi-dimensional in nature or that there are multiple types of commitments’.  
 
Others argue that, commitment is cognitive, that is, it has to do with affective and 
motivational qualities. However, the theory admits that, there are several distinct types of 
commitments such as moral commitment, structural commitment, and personal 
commitment. Agnew (2009) stressed that, attempts to distinguish commitment usually 
ends inconclusively because all sorts of commitments often possess points of similarity. 
Therefore, theories and typologies of commitment primarily tend to differ based on how 
commitment itself is conceptualised. Commitment theory classifies commitment into two 
distinctive groups: voluntary commitment (that is, being committed because one wishes 
to be) and non-voluntary commitment (that is, being committed because one has to be).  
 
In addition, Agnew (2009) argues that, early commitment theories stressed the positive 
factors that led people to continue in a relationship. Factors such as degree of love and 
satisfaction were identified as important elements that influence commitment.  Later 
theories however acknowledged the critical role of positive factors but placed emphasis 
on factors that prevent people from leaving a relationship, such as societal disapproval 
of divorce or factors such as having to start a relationship. However, George Levinger’s 
Cohesiveness Theory, Caryl Rusbult’s Investment Model, and Michael Johnson’s 
tripartite typology put the current and most prominent commitment theories forward. 
 
The Levinger’s cohesiveness theory of commitment: is particularly interested in 
understanding processes involved in keeping people to continue in a line of action. 
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Levinger’s Cohesiveness model is considered to be rooted in Kurt Lewin’s Field Theory 
that emphasises the role of two social forces in determining relationship commitments 
namely: attraction forces and barrier forces. Levinger described attraction forces as 
those forces that draw a person toward continuing a given relationship and Barrier 
forces are those forces that keep a person from leaving a relationship (Sowmya and 
Panchanatham, 2011). For example, attraction force as highlighted by Levinger’s theory 
may be that adherence to safety regulations in a typical construction site which helps 
avoid health and safety regulatory fines and others undue costs, which may impinge on 
overall organisation’s profit. Likewise, example of barrier forces could be perceived 
obligation or feelings that non-compliance could result in negative consequence. 
 
The Caryl Rusbult’s investment model: This commitment model can be traced to the 
Interdependence Theory put forward by John Thibaut and Harold Kelley in the late 
1950’s. The model holds that, commitment is the subjective experience of dependence 
and is a function of three independent variables: satisfaction, quality of alternatives and 
investment size (Sowmya and Panchanatham, 2011). In explicit terms, Rusbult uses the 
interdependence ideas of dependence, relationship level, and comparison level for 
alternatives as a basis for her Investment Model of Commitment. This theory seems to 
touch on how investment influences commitment, thus, the name Rusbult Investment 
Model.  
 
The theory believes that, people are committed to a particular course or line of action 
because they do not wish to incur the costs associated with the outcome of failure. At 
the same time, the theory refers to the variable ‘investment size’ as those resources 
(both tangible and intangible) that one put into a relationship that one would lose or have 
diminished in value if one were to leave the relationship. For example, a person may 
consider the time, effort, self-disclosures, joint friends, and personal reputation that 
might be lost or damaged upon ending a commitment to a particular course. Agnew 
(2009) mentioned that the ‘interesting aspect of the investment concept is that it points 
to how a person may become committed to a course of action; not because of positive 
feelings (that is, satisfaction level) or a lack of other options (quality of alternative), but 
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rather because a person may remain committed because he or she perceives that to do 
otherwise would yield unacceptably high costs’.  
 
Johnson’s Tripartite Typology of Commitment: Another theory that considers 
commitment from a broad range of perspectives is the Johnson’s Tripartite Typology of 
Commitment. Johnson’s supposition departs from the previous two models especially 
when it comes to conceptualising commitment as a multidimensional rather than as uni-
dimensional construct. In his supposition Johnson’s identified three distinct types of 
commitment namely: structural commitment – that has to do with feeling that one must 
remain in a course of action or relationship, moral commitment – feeling that one ought 
to remain in a course of action or relationship and finally personal commitment – feeling 
that one wants to remain in a course of action. Apparently, the three commitment 
theories have common characteristics. In his submission Johnson proposes that, the 
three different types of commitment yield different subjective experiences. Thus, the 
various types of commitments either originate from within a person or imposed from 
outside the person and in addition each type of commitment is a function of either choice 
or constraint (Amernic and Aranya, 2009).   
 
However, the major lesson to be learnt from commitment, theories and typologies is that, 
though the approaches differs, they share some common elements, including the notion 
that people or organisations continue in a relationship or are committed to a course of 
action (say health and safety best practice) because of what they stand to gain in the 
relationship; which makes them to remain steadfast or because of things that prevents 
them from ending a course of action (say fear of prosecution from health and safety 
regulatory authorities).  
 
2.7.5 Study methodological position 
 
The quest for better understanding of research knowledge and methodology over the 
years ignited the use of some philosophical terms such as research ontology, 
epistemology, subjectivism, objectivism, relativism and post-modernists ideas (Dainty, 
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2008). However, the origin of these words may be traced to great philosophisers, such 
as Plato’s world of ideas, Aristotle’s world of senses and the British pragmatists James 
Frederick Ferrier (1808 – 1864) who made reference to ‘epistemology’ as ‘theories of 
knowledge and perception of science’ (Flick, 2009). In recent times, there have being 
wide varieties of approaches, hierarchies to the use of these terms by academics across 
disciplines, in attempt to interpret meanings to them. A brief explanation to some of 
these philosophical terms and methodological position of the study are proffered as 
follows:  
 
The word, epistemology refers to method of acquiring acceptable knowledge within a 
research discipline (Landauerand and Rowlands, 2001). In general, epistemology helps 
to answer question such as ‘how do we know’? It also encompasses the nature of 
concepts, the validity of the senses, constructing of ideas, logical reasoning, thoughts, 
emotions and all things that are psychological (Smythe and Morris, 2007). Dainty (2008) 
affirms that epistemology is concerned with how human minds and research findings are 
related to reality, and whether these relationships are valid or invalid. The word ontology 
from philosophical/research perspective refers to the accepted concept of reality (Burrel 
and Morgan, 1979). In terms of ideas, Gruber (1993) state that ‘ontology refers to an 
explicit specification of a conceptualisation’. With conceptualisation in this context used 
to mean an abstract model of a phenomenon, created by identification of the relevant 
concepts of the phenomenon.  
 
On the other hand, empiricism is one of several views of epistemology which state that 
knowledge comes mainly from sensory experience (Flick, 2009). Markie (2008) in an 
article ‘Rationalism verses Empiricism’ affirm that, the good thing about rationalism is 
that, ‘rationalists vary the strength of their view by adjusting their understanding of 
warrant’; and positivist based their views on information derived from logical, 
mathematical treatments and report of sensory experience. Thus, verified data received 
from established authorities, mathematical findings and senses that are logical; are often 
referred to as empirical evidence. The key emphases of empiricism are experience and 
evidence (Smythe and Morris, 2007). On the other hand, Interpretivism searches for 
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explanations of human action by understanding the way in which the world is 
understood by individuals (Flick, 2009).     
 
Therefore, without going deep into philosophical arguments; the study is mainly driven 
by positivist’s paradigm, using correlation research technique; because the main data 
analysis and judgement of the study action are based on empirical evidence and 
findings based on statistical analyses that seek the degree of association between 
variables. While, the second phase qualitative data analysis simply followed thematic 
analysis concept. See further explanation about thematic concept and analysis in 
appendix H. Figure 2.7.5 show various dimensions and summary of research philosophy 
and the direction of the study methodological position indicative toward positivist’s 
(value-friendly and unbiased) paradigm.  
 
            
Figure 2.7.5: Various dimensions of research philosophy and the direction of the study 
methodological position adapted from Sexton (2003)  
 
 
Further explanation about thematic analysis, correlation research, types of research 
methodologies and the study methodological assumptions regarding quantitative, 
qualitative paradigms and other methodological concepts are detailed in appendix H.  
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2.8 Summary 
 
This chapter evaluated a host of issues, ranging from knowledge surrounding 
commitment to safety, health and safety practice trends, the construction industry 
culture, safety culture, fundamentals of alternative approaches and theories that 
underpin the entire study.  The choice to adopt correlation research for this study does 
not in any way negate traditional approaches; indeed, the approach chosen ultimately 
has been examined alongside traditional methods of researching people within the 
physical and social science domain. Thus far, appraisals of these approaches have 
brought about understanding of the philosophy and psychology surrounding the role of 
human/organisational commitment to health and safety. In addition, it has help to 
examine the philosophy behind commitment as it relates to reality of best practice in 
health and safety or whether commitment is merely a product of one’s mind.   
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3.1 Introduction   
 
This chapter describes the methodology employed in order to meet the study aim and 
objectives. Thus, the chapter examines in detail the methods (procedures and 
techniques) used. The chapter looks at the study research design, quantitative and 
qualitative approaches research methodology, data collection procedures, data 
triangulation, process/tools employed in the data analysis and presentation of data. The 
final section examines research ethics, validity and reliability in addition to summarising 
the entire chapter.       
 
3.2 Research design 
 
The conceptual structure within which this study is conducted is herein referred to as 
research design (Kurmar, 2005). To meet the aim and objectives of this study, mixed 
methods data collection is used. The research design simply followed two border lines, 
namely: fixed design - quantitative measurement and flexible design - qualitative 
measurement (Robson, 2003 p. 17). It was anticipated that the heterogeneous nature of 
SMEs would produce difficulties in the comparative analysis of the responses relating to 
commitment to health and safety in the profitability of construction organisations. 
Therefore, to have robust analysis and less contradictory outcomes, mixed methods 
were employed in the collection and analyses of data (Maxwell, 2009). Wolf (1990) 
highlighted the importance of fully specifying research aims and objectives as a 
prerequisite for a successful research design. The establishment of this study aim, 
objectives and articulation of the research problem in the preceding chapter, shows that 
a case has already been set down for the research design (Creswell, 2003). However, 
the study aim and objectives are repeated from section 1.3.3 thus;  
 
Aim 
 
To explore the role of organisation’s commitment to health and safety in the profitability 
of construction organisations 
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Objectives  
 
4. To determine construction SMEs’ level of commitment to health and safety best 
practice.  
 
5. To investigate whether commitment to health and safety influences the 
profitability of construction SMEs. 
 
6. To determine the influence of remedial costs of health and safety on the 
profitability of SMEs. 
 
3.2.1 Initial pilot study conducted (as part of the research design)  
 
A feasibility study with small experimental design (paper and pencil questionnaire) was 
carried out as part of the research design, in order to test logistics and gather 
information prior to the main study (Creswell, 2003 pp. 78 - 84). A total of 62 questions 
(extracted from HSE, 2004 and OSHA, 2009) relating to commitment to health and 
safety best practice as highlighted in section 2.6.1 and organisation’s profitability were 
proposed in the designed questionnaire. A sample size of 28 participants (∑n = 28) was 
drawn from both large and small construction companies and was considered for 
analysis.  
 
Details of annual accounts (turnover and gross profits) of the participants’ companies 
were obtained from Companies House; in order to determine the degree of association 
between commitment to health and safety and the profitability of construction 
organisations.  
 
The process and findings of the initial pilot study conducted was useful because it 
helped appraise the viability, time, cost, redesign of research technique, research 
sample size, statistical variability and other adverse events (Robson, 2003). However, 
constructive criticism received at conference to the initial pilot study conducted led to 
changes in the questionnaire initially designed, especially wordings in the questionnaire 
and choice of variables intended to be measured. For example, the opening message in 
the questionnaire when it was initially designed and distributed to 15 participants read:   
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Academic survey: 
 
Please read each question and place a tick (/) in the column that best describes 
your judgement of health and safety in your company of practice. Please try to 
answer every question honestly and do not answer unduly to show your company 
off in a good light.  Your confidentiality and anonymity is assured. 
 
Surprisingly,  when the initial designed questionnaires were returned, nearly all the 15 
questionnaires received from participants (practitioners in the industry) came back with 
what may be described as unstable responses because 14 out of 15 responses ticked 
the option of ‘very strongly agree’ to almost all the 62 questions. That is, they were 
scoring their own companies highly. Also, feedback from the initial pilot study suggested 
the need for the study to focus on SME’s instead of large construction firms. This and 
other observations such as the need to alternate the questions led to the redesign of the 
questionnaire after due consultation with the Study Director. Therefore, the wording was 
changed thus to: 
 
Academic survey: 
Please read each question and place a tick (/) in the column that best describes 
your judgement of health and safety practice in the UK construction industry. 
Please try to answer every question honestly and do not answer unduly to show 
your company or the construction industry off in a good light.  Your confidentiality 
and anonymity is assured. 
 
As a consequence of this, the position therefore becomes one whereby the data is a 
correlation between the participants’ judgement about health and safety in the UK 
construction industry and the profitability of the participants’ own company. The study 
recognises it is not correlating ‘like with like’. Thus, the study takes the assumption that 
when participants are scoring the industry; they are actually scoring their own company. 
Indeed the prominent judgement that individuals make about the construction industry 
must be based on their own experiences in their own companies.   
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The redesigned questionnaire was more stable and purposeful, with fewer problems. 
Data obtained were then used to carry out statistical experimental test analysis, to 
ascertain the viability of the main study.   
 
The initial pilot study and research design also involved interviews with senior 
management staff of both large and small companies. The final redesigned 
questionnaire used for the main study is attached as Appendix A. Further details about 
the main study research design and methods are explained in the following sections.  
 
3.2.2 Quantitative approach to the main study 
 
To meet the aim of this study, a cross-sectional quantitative questionnaire was designed 
and used to assess SMEs’ commitment to health and safety with regard to their 
profitability. The questionnaires were administered/distributed using the following 
methods:  
 
(i) site visits (face-to-face) 
 
(ii) use of postal services (posted to participants with self-addressed, stamped 
envelopes 
 
(iii) online - by creating a Uniform Resource Locator (URL) link for the 
questionnaire and then e-mailed to participants 
 
These techniques were employed in the distribution of the questionnaires in order to 
increase reliability, by reaching out to as many construction practitioners as possible, in 
an attempt to effectively measure the research objectives. Also, the nature of the 
research problem requires collection of comprehensive data from various practitioners 
within the construction industry in the UK. Hence, to reach as many participants as 
possible (to fill in the questionnaires bearing in mind the heterogeneous nature of SMEs) 
and for cost reasons, the choice of online and postal service techniques was 
unavoidable.  
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However, to facilitate this part of the research design, appreciating the difficulties in 
measuring commitment to health and safety and other theoretical arguments 
surrounding the word ‘commitment’, the researcher resolved or deemed it necessary to 
infer ‘commitment to health and safety’ to be a measure of ‘health and safety best 
practice’ (OSHA, 2009).  In this regard, examples of health and safety best practice were 
extracted from empirical studies conducted by (HSE, 2004) and (OSHA, 2009); which 
were then used to develop this study survey tool. These include the health and safety 
best practice frequently reported at direct level influence, organisational level influence 
and policy level influence (HSE, 2004 p. 34 - 35). Other factors that influence 
commitment to health and safety considered in the design of this study questionnaire 
are: individual competence, situational awareness, team working, working environment, 
motivation/morale, equipment operation, quality of inspection/maintenance, recruitment 
and selection, training, planning of safety activities, communication of hazards, incident 
management/feedback, inspection/maintenance policy and contracting strategy.  
 
3.2.2.1 Participants, population and sample 
 
The entire population of SME companies’ doing business in the UK construction industry 
was estimated at 907,000 at as 2011/2012 (BIS, 2012 and FSB, 2012). Based on this 
figure, a purposeful sample population of ∑N = 27,200 were sought based on 
construction SMEs that declared their annual profit/loss accounts to Companies House 
Ltd. The search for the study purposeful sample was carried out using online resources 
as practically as possible, by using pre-determined criteria that represent typical 
construction cases with regard to the study objectives (Henn, et al.,. 2006). 
Subsequently, a decisive sample population of ∑n = 259 was sought from the overall 
purposeful population ∑N. This was done to ensure that the sample size selected for the 
study truly reflected circumstances surrounding phenomena in the construction industry 
in relation to the study objectives.     
 
The decisive sample ∑n were selected over two phases in order to permit detailed study 
of part of, rather than the whole of, the population (Ross, 2005), and in turn data 
obtained from the resulting samples were then used to develop useful generalisations 
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about the population. The first phase, consist of a population ∑n site visit, construction 
SMEs doing business in the North West of England, this population were employed to 
participate in the study through persistent site visits. The questionnaires were then 
administered on a one-to-one basis. The participants in the first phase were recruited 
from various construction sites across the North West of England; by approaching 
construction SME companies’ representatives on a one-to-one basis by asking for their 
consent to participate in the study. Afterwards, questionnaires were given to the 
participants to complete.  
 
However, considering the location of the researcher and the manner in which 
participants were recruited in this phase, in addition to other theoretical arguments, the 
sample obtained using this means may be deemed as biased or seen as a sample of 
convenience (Henn, et al., 2006 p. 42). Moreover, the researcher initially intended to 
gather all quantitative data through site visits. Nevertheless, several months into the 
study data collection exercise, the amount of questionnaires duly completed with 
traceable companies’ account (turnover) history, were considered to be insufficient to 
carry out valid analysis for the study, thus the researcher opted for a wider and more far 
reaching tactics by engaging in a second sampling phase to gather more robust data.  
 
In the second phase, a significant number of the sample population ∑n were selected 
randomly from the purposeful population ∑N using the Companies House search 
machine list of registered SME construction companies. For logistics and cost reasons, 
questionnaires were then sent to participants using postal services (with returned self-
addressed envelopes attached) and the online URL link as illustrated in table 3.2.2.1. In 
both phases, participants considered for the study include practitioners in senior and 
middle management positions in various construction SME companies doing business in 
the UK; in the capacity of managing directors, site managers, construction managers, 
project managers, senior quantity surveyors, site engineers, senior site agents, cost 
controllers and supervisors.  
 
The decisive factors used in the sample design include: the study participants were 
expected to have knowledge of commitment to health and safety best practice and 
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possible awareness of how unsafe acts affects the profitability of organisations. Besides, 
all participants and companies considered for the study were deemed to be doing 
business in the UK, duly registered with Companies House and have five years 
traceable companies’ account (turnover) history from 2007 to 2012. These parameters 
formed the purposive criteria for initial inclusion or as a case for determining the study 
sample selection. Besides, a holistic sampling strategy that consists of the continuation 
of data gathering using the three data collection methods stated in table 3.2.2.1 was 
employed, until the saturation point was reached (Creswell, 2002 p. 87 and Flick, 2009). 
The characteristics of the data collected, access to the field and method of data 
collection were considered, together with sampling framework. These and other 
methodological issues are discussed in the proceeding sections.  
 
Fundamentally, it is difficult to have direct observations of every individual company in 
the population of study; especially when considering a large population of ∑N = 27,200 
relating to SMEs in the construction industry (Sylla, et al., 2004 p. 79 - 82). Thus, 
collection of data from a subset of individual companies, usually referred to as a ‘sample’ 
from the population was considered; and the observations from the sample were then 
used to make inferences about the entire population (Creswell, 2002 p. 47 and Flick, 
2009). Sylla et al. (2004 p. 82) asserts that, provided that scientific sampling procedures 
(with reference to this study bias and random samples) are followed, the selection of a 
sample often provides many advantages and can be compared with complete coverage 
of the study population.  
 
A total sample of ∑n = 259 of SME representatives were contacted and sent 
questionnaires using various means described in section 3.2.2; of which 111 
questionnaires were completed and returned. This represents a resultant response rate 
of 43% approximately as illustrated in table 3.2.2.1. In all, a total of 77 questionnaires 
from the entire sample ∑n were deemed purposeful for the study analysis and the main 
criteria used to scrutinise the 77 questionnaires considered for analysis includes: (a) 
returned and duly completed questionnaires, (b) companies (whose participants’ 
completed the questionnaires) must have five years traceable companies’ (turnover) 
account history. The purposeful sample deemed for analysis comprises of the following 
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construction SME categories: micro firms (m) that is, sole traders with less than 10 staff 
(∑nm = 11) representing 14% of the sample, small companies (sc) with less than 50 staff 
(∑nsc = 17) representing 22% and medium companies (mc) with staff numbers of more 
than 50 but less than 250 put at (∑nmc = 49) representing 64% of the sample.  
  
      Table 3.2.2.1: Tabulation of study questionnaire response rate  
S 
/No 
Method 
employed by 
the study to 
distribute 
questionnaire
s 
No. of 
questionnair
es 
distributed  
No. of 
questionnair
es 
completed 
and 
returned 
% 
questionn
aire 
returned  
Returned 
completed 
questionnaires/
with traceable 5 
years annual  
profit accounts 
1 
Questionnaire
s distributed 
through site 
visits (face-to-
face) and site 
drop off.  
      
27 
108 59 54.6 
32 without 
traceable 5 years 
companies' 
account        
2 Use of postal 
service 
80 31 38.75 31 
3 
Use of online 
means (use of 
URL/e-mail) 
71 21 29.57 19 
  Total  259 111 42.85 77 
 
 
3.2.2.2 Procedure and data collection  
 
To ensure that the study data obtained truly reflects circumstances surrounding 
phenomena in the construction industry, certain procedures were adhered to. First, all 
companies considered as part of the study population and sample are classified as 
SMEs and deemed to be doing business within the UK construction industry. Additional 
steps were taken to ensure that all companies are trading, by carrying out transaction 
checks (five years turnover checks) on each company; using the Companies House 
online business search tool. Apart from the Companies House online search company 
directories, such as www.yellowpages.com, the construction index – top 100 
construction Companies 2011/2012, Building magazine – top 50 Electrical/Mechanical 
contractors in construction and top 100 Building surveying companies in the UK were 
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used as a guide to determine construction SMEs’ classification and other transaction 
information.   
 
As practically as possible, e-mail and contact addresses of participants were obtained 
through telephone and online searches. The various methods employed in the collection 
of quantitative data were effective in terms of response to completing the 
questionnaires. Participants were informed that they have the option to complete the 
questionnaires either anonymously or by identifying themselves.  
 
In most cases, questionnaires administered through site visits were completed on a 
face-to-face basis, but in order to limit the disruption of possible business transactions 
and to take advantage of any lull, it was arranged that the researcher would return to 
collect completed questionnaires on an arranged date in cases where questionnaires 
could not be completed immediately.  
 
3.2.2.3 Measures and design of questionnaire 
 
The measures employed in the questionnaire design were geared to derive SMEs’ 
commitment to health and safety best practice. The designed questionnaire is divided 
into two parts, (i) the descriptive component used to capture or describe variables 
relating to commitment to health and safety best practice (statements 1 – 62) and 
demographic information. The purpose for general demographic information in the third 
section was to enhance robust analysis. For example, the age of participants, the 
construction sector in which participants are operating, the approximate type of contracts 
participants’ company are involved in, qualifications of participants and their affiliation to 
construction related professional bodies.  
 
Holt (2013 p. 8) suggests that ‘the design of a scale needs to consider those data it will 
generate, as well as … anticipate the type of data analysis model that will be used’.  In 
this regard, the measurement (scale) section of the study questionnaire was designed to 
allow participants to indicate the extent to which they agree to items in the descriptive 
part of the questionnaire, using a point scale of 0 to 5 for 44 of the 62 statements in a 
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range of (i) 0 = very strongly disagree, (ii) 1 = strongly disagree, (iii) 2 = disagree, (iv) 3 = 
agree, (v) 4 = strongly agree, (vi) 5 = very strongly agree and a further option of unsure 
was available to participants.  
 
For the remaining 18 of 62 statements, the direction was reversed to counteract the 
effect of yeh-sayers and nay-sayers (Farrell, 2011 p.87). The numbers of the eighteen 
statements, as illustrated in appendix B are: 4, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20, 29, 34, 40, 
41, 44, 47, 50, 51 and 54. The scoring scale for the reversed statements became (i) 5 = 
very strongly disagree, (ii) 4 = strongly disagree, (iii) 3 = disagree, (iv) 2 = agree, (v) 1 = 
strongly agree, (vi) 0 = very strongly agree. 
 
The variables measured by the questionnaire are divided into four categories, aimed at 
measuring commitments to health and safety best practice at; direct level influence 
(questions 1 – 10), organisational level influence (question 11 – 31), companies’ policy 
level influence (question 32 – 55), and appraisal of participants’ view on whether 
commitment to safety brings about economic advantage to a company (questions 56 to 
62). The fourth segment in the questionnaire is designed to measure the extent to which 
participants agree or disagree on whether commitment to health and safety best practice 
influences the profitability of construction organisations.  
 
Moreover, some statements in the questionnaire were deliberately reversed to uncover 
whether participants’ correctly completed the questionnaire as shown in table 3.2.2.3(b) 
and coded copy of questionnaire is attached as appendix B. In all, 62 statements were 
given, each directed at measuring the study aim and set objectives. The statements 
were designed to capture opinions of participants in terms of their level of agreement or 
disagreement to each question. The questionnaire was designed in a way to ensure that 
it took less than five minutes to complete.  
 
 
 
 
 
  84 
Table 3.2.2.3(a) Reversed statements in the questionnaire  
Statements 
No. 
Presentation to participants Reversed statements in the main body of the 
thesis 
Q4 the standard of health and safety training could 
be improved 
the standard of health and safety training could 
not be improved 
Q11 there are often communication barriers to 
health and safety practice on sites 
there are no communication barriers to health 
and safety practice on sites 
Q13 safety information attached to equipment can 
sometimes be inadequate 
safety information attached to equipment can 
sometimes be adequate 
Q14 risk assessments are not adequately 
communicated to operatives 
risk assessments are adequately communicated 
to operatives 
Q15 there is no strict adherence to health and 
safety work method statements 
there is strict adherence to health and safety 
work method statements 
Q16 enforcement of safety rules that remove 
workers from site (for breaches) are not evident 
enforcement of safety rules that remove workers 
from site (for breaches) are evident 
Q17 there is insufficient attention paid to the tidiness 
of the internal working environment  
there is sufficient attention paid to the tidiness of 
the internal working environment  
Q18 guidance to prevent working in adverse 
weather conditions is not evident 
guidance to prevent working in adverse weather 
conditions are evident 
Q20 site working equipment are sometimes used 
inappropriately by workers 
site working equipment are used appropriately 
by workers 
Q29 there is a need to improve ways of  reviewing 
and update safety procedures 
there is no need to improve ways of  reviewing 
and update safety procedures 
Q34 there is a need to engage workers more in risk 
assessments  
there is no need to engage workers more in risk 
assessments  
Q40 risk assessments with regard to suitability of 
equipment needs to improve 
risk assessments with regard to suitability of 
equipment does not require improvement 
Q41 inspection and replacement of equipment 
sometimes falls short of expected standards 
inspection and replacement of equipment meet 
expected health and safety standards 
Q44 workers are not rewarded for good safety 
practice / behaviour 
workers are rewarded for good safety practice / 
behaviour 
Q47 construction designs do not consideration life-
cycle maintenance 
construction designs do consideration life-cycle 
maintenance 
Q50 sub contracts are awarded purely on the bases 
of price, with little or no regard for safety  
sub contracts are awarded purely on the bases 
of price, with regard for safety  
Q51 safety culture is not imposed top down (from 
senior management to worker on site) 
safety culture is imposed top down (from senior 
management to worker on site) 
Q54 there is need to improve consistency in the 
enforcement of safety rules 
there is no need to improve consistency in the 
enforcement of safety rules 
 
Furthermore, to ascertain that the scale chosen in the design was evenly distributed to 
represent actual percentage scores of the designed scale, numbers were assigned to 
each option in the scale as illustrated in table 3.2.2.3. A high number was given to high 
commitment such that when total summed were calculated, and converted to a 
percentage, a high percentage score indicated high commitment to health and safety by 
that organisation. Note: the option of ‘unsure’ in the likert item was not assigned any 
number because it is assumed to be purely an indecisive response in the scale.  
 
Note: calculations in table 3.2.2.3(b) are based on assumption of 62 questions 
(statements) in the designed questionnaire. To ensure that the “response scale” in Likert 
items are evenly distributed the percentage score of each response was calculated. This 
is computed by multiplying total number of questions in the questionnaire (in this case 
62) by the maximum possible code of 5, giving a total of 310. Therefore, possible scores 
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are 62 x 5 = 310 and the percentage score for very strongly agree = 62 x 5 / 310 = 
100%, strongly agree = 62 x 4 / 310, and so on. See percentage calculations of each 
“response scale” in table 3.2.2.3b.  
 
Table 3.2.2.3(b): Questionnaire measurement scale and code 
 
 
3.2.2.4 Methods of analysis (questionnaire data)  
 
For consistency, the data obtained using this approach were edited and questionnaires 
with invalid or inaccurate responses were eliminated. Unstable questionnaires (those in 
which participants failed to complete significant portions) were also eliminated (Sayer, 
2000). The data were then coded by assigning numbers to the options (range of point 
scale) provided in the questionnaire as illustrated in table 3.2.2.3 and appendix B; also 
full details of the analysis is presented in an Excel spread sheet is attached as appendix 
C. Using the Excel spread sheet, cross tabulation of data was carried out manually. Data 
were input into the spread sheet with each questionnaire arranged in succession to 
another; on the basis of how they were returned or received.  
 
Each questionnaire was denoted Participant 1, 2, 3, (down to the total number received) 
on the vertical axis and each variable (questions in the questionnaire) arranged in a 
cross sequential manner on the horizontal axis to match every response to the 
questionnaire. Using the assigned numbers (codes) the total number of scores (∑n-
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score) for each question (measured variable), in addition to percentage commitment to 
health and safety best practice (∑cs -%), mean score for individual scores (∑n-% 
individual score) and total scores (∑n- % total score) for all the scores were calculated 
respectively. The percentage score for each range were then calculated, with the score 
of 5 representing the highest percentage score of 100% down to zero (0) with a 
percentage score of 0%. Unsure option in the Likert item was not assigned a numeric 
value, because it is an indicative choice in the scale. Overall, looking at data in appendix 
C, participants’ scores were as follows:  
 
Column Z – AJ, Q1 to Q10 – direct level influence, the range of score for each question 
0 – 5, for 10 questions, minimum = 0, maximum score = 50. Actual participants = 25/50. 
Percentage score 50%. 
  
Column AM – BG, Q11 to Q31 organisational level influence, range of score for each 
question and for 21 questions, minimum = 0 maximum score = 105. Actual score = 
51/105, percentage score 48.57%. 
 
Column BJ – CF, Q32 to Q55 company level influence, range of score for 24 questions, 
for 24 questions minimum score = 0, maximum score = 120. Actual score = 59/120, 
percentage score = 51.30%.  
 
Column CK – CR, Q55 to Q62 focused on whether commitment to health and safety 
brings about economic advantage, range of score for 7 questions, minimum score = 0 
maximum score = 35. Actual score = 25/35, percentage score 71.43%. 
 
The participant’s company annual accounts details (turnover and gross profit) covering a 
five year period (2007 to 2012) were obtained through Companies House Ltd. Average 
percentage profit margin (∑pm -%) for each company over a period of five years was 
then calculated and subsequently plotted against percentage score of commitment to 
health and safety best practice (∑cs -%). This was done by plotting the two variables 
(∑pm -% and ∑cs - %) on a scatter diagram to determine the degree of association of 
commitment to health and safety best practice and the organisation’s profitability. Using 
SPSS, correlation coefficients (r) was calculated. For easy calculation, Pearson (1893) 
cited in Schmid  (1947) put forward typical examples of how to determine correlation 
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coefficient between two variables. Schmidt (1992) proposed statistical graphs as 
illustrated in figure 3.2.2.4(a – f) on how correlation coefficient might be interpreted.  
Figure 3.2.2.4(a) – represents a perfect or positive correlation between variables that is  
r = +1, 3.1(b) – represents a negative correlation r = -1, 3.1(c) - representing r = 0 no 
relationship between variables and figures 3..2.2.4(d, e and f) - represents r = 0.80, r = 
0.30 and r = 0.20 respectively, which means there is a partial relationship with strength 
varying from positive to a weak relationship.  
 
In addition, R2 value was calculated, which is the coefficient of determination used to 
predict outcome on the basis of data obtained. Obtaining the R2 value helps to establish 
the proportion of variability in the data set used for analysis (Glantz and Slinker, 1990).  
 
           
Figure 3.2.2.4: Percentage variations of correlation coefficient by relationship between x and y 
adapted from Schmidt (2000)  
 
The calculation of R2 helps explain how well data points in a correlation relationship fit a 
statistical model; it is sometimes a simple line or curve and R2 values normally range 
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from 0 to 1. For example, if a correlation coefficient R = 0.3, R2 = 0.09. It therefore 
means that the IV has a 9% contribution to the movement of the DV (Sheather, 2009). 
However, there are several different definitions of R2 which are only sometimes 
equivalent. One class of such cases includes that of simple linear regression. In this 
case, if an intercept is included then R2 is simply the square of the sample correlation 
coefficient between the outcomes and their predicted values; in the case of simple linear 
regression, it is the square of the correlation between the outcomes and the values of 
the single regressor being used for prediction (Schmid, 1947). The study simply 
considers R2 to be when an intercept is included. 
 
3.2.2.5 Analysis of remedial costs of safety against profitability 
 
Based on the analysis of percentage score of commitment to health and safety best 
practice and company’s profitability in section 3.2.2.4, additional steps were taken to 
determine whether remedial costs of health and safety influences the profitability of 
companies. Online search and HSE accident databases were looked at to ascertain 
possible company’s involvement in adverse safety incidents in order to establish 
whether remedial costs resulting from such adverse health and safety incidents 
influence the profitability of organisations. The trends of company’s profitability, over five 
years is subsequently analysed against possible estimated remedial costs of safety.  
 
3.2.3 Qualitative approach to study  
 
One significant aspect of this study research design is to conduct a qualitative inquiry; in 
order to have an in-depth examination of the research problem. Data from interviews 
helped the researcher to obtain first-hand information (Taylor, 2001; Maxwell, 2009) of 
how experienced practitioners in the construction industry view commitment to health 
and safety with regards to the profitability of construction organisations. This research 
approach was employed in this study as a supplementary approach to quantitative 
methods (Maxwell, 2009). To obtain data using this approach, long qualitative interviews 
were conducted; though the researcher was mindful using this approach because it has 
been heavily criticised (Abeyasekera, 2008). Based on this premise, interviews may not 
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be the best form of data collection for a study that strives to attain or find out real facts 
(Sayer, 2000). However, there are those ‘within the tradition of social research who have 
built bridges between the idea that there is a world out there independent of various 
interpretations in favour of interviews and the need for researchers to understand the 
process by which people see the world; as such interviews can still be employed to 
explore research with realistic affinities’ (Byrne, 2004). 
 
3.2.3.1 Participants, population and sample 
 
Interviews were conducted with ten industry practitioners and two academics in the 
phase of interviews conducted. See second phase of interviews regarding study validity 
in section 7.3. A total of 25 participants were contacted for interviews from a population 
that includes SME entrepreneurs, senior large construction companies’ experts, 
representative of government bodies (Constructing Excellence and HSE official) and 
academics.  A resultant response rate of 48% was achieved and the systematic 
proportion of response to interview conducted is tabulated for illustration in table 3.2.3.1.  
 
The population considered for interview were managing directors of SMEs, site 
managers, construction managers, project managers, senior quantity surveyors, site 
engineers, senior site agents, HSE officials, directors of Constructing Excellence, and 
construction site supervisors at various levels. Also considered for interviews are two 
representatives from the academia. The survey population was drawn from contact 
directory ‘www.yellow.co.uk/ North West England, Building Magazine and networking in 
various continuing Professional Development (CPD) programmes. The SME sample 
represents (33%), large construction firms (25%), government representative bodies 
(25%) and academics (17%).  
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            Table 3.2.3.1: Interviewee category and number of participants involved              
  SMEs 
Large 
construction 
firms 
Government bodies 
(Constructing 
Excellence and HSE) 
Academics 
Participants' 
Positions 
Managing 
Director 
Senior 
Construction 
managers, QS 
and Site Agents 
HSE Senior 
Compliance and 
enforcement officer 
Executive Director of 
Constructing 
Excellence and ODA 
Professors 
Phase 1 
interviews: 
number 
participants' 
interviewed 
4 3 3 2 
Phase 2 
interviews: 
number 
participants' 
interviewed 
- 1 - 2 
 
3.2.3.2 Procedure and data collection 
 
Reaching out to small companies to participate in the study was very challenging. 
However, participants were recruited through telephone calls, e-mails and the face-to-
face approach at local CPD programmes. After gaining each participant’s permission to 
participate in the proposed interviews, arrangement was made as to location and time of 
interviews.  The University of Bolton Research Participant Information Sheet (RPIS) was 
sent to prospective participants prior to interviews and it was made clear that necessary 
ethical checks has been carried out by both the researcher and the research director 
(see attached Appendix D for RPIS letter). 
 
In addition, invitation letters to partake in the proposed interviews were also sent out to 
prospective participants; stating clearly the purpose of the interview. In most cases, the 
interview questions were sent to the participants prior to the interviews. In the course of 
every interview, extra effort was taken to explain to interviewees that they were free to 
opt out of the interview at any time they wish to. The entire conversation of each 
interview was recorded (Onwuegbuzie and Leech, 2007) using a digital tape recorder. 
The recorded data were later transcribed to ensure that all conversations were duly 
captured, readable and to show how every conversation was said (Creswell, 2003). The 
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data collected using this approach followed strict procedures in terms of recording, 
transcription and analyses using the software Nvivo 9.  
 
3.2.3.3 Measures and design  
 
A semi-structured interview technique was employed to allow for flexibility in asking 
other probing questions (Farrell, 2011). In this regard, a list of seven questions and other 
probe questions were prepared to enable the researcher to probe and ask the 
participants for more details about the research problem (Flick, 2007). The interview 
questions and sample of interview data are attached as (Appendix E). Measures 
employed in the preparation of the interview questions were to bring out interviewees’ 
understanding and views of the research problem. The seven pre-prepared questions 
were more direct compared to the extra probe questions. In terms of time frame, almost 
all the interviews conducted lasted 20 to 30 minutes except for two interviews that lasted 
close to an hour, due to the interviewee’s desire to provide more information to the area 
of study. The qualitative design also entails, ‘formal process of member checking’ a 
technique that involves presenting the research findings to those research communities 
where the study research data were obtained (Seale, 2004). Further information about 
this technique is explained in section 3.5.1.   
 
3.2.3.4 Equipment and apparatus    
 
The equipment and apparatus used in this research approach are digital tape recorder, 
computer laptop and pen drive used in saving transcribed data (Rapley, 2007). The 
interview audio recorded were saved carefully to both the computer hard disk and pen 
drive prior to transcription.   
 
3.2.3.5 Method of analysis (interview data) 
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A thematic analysis concept was used to scrutinise the interview data (refer to appendix 
H attached – research philosophy and methodological paradigms for detail explanation 
of thematic analysis technique). The data were analysed to assess level of commitment 
to health and safety best practice in relation to the profitability of construction 
organisations. It took 7 to 10 hours to transcribe a twenty minute interview to the 
necessary level of detail. Employing high level detailed analysis was necessary to this 
study because it allowed for full analysis, of conversation that took place (Creswell, 2003 
and Flick, 2007).  
 
The transcribed data were subjected to computer analysis using the software Nvivo 9. 
The analysis started by coding of the data and it was employed as an antecedent to 
examination rather than analysis itself. The study literature was used to develop a 
coding frame by selecting themes that directly relate to the study aim and objectives. 
According to Gibbs (2010) ‘coding is the process of combing the data for themes, ideas 
and categories and then marking similar passages of text with a code label so that they 
can easily be retrieved at a later stage for further comparison and analysis. Coding the 
study data made it easier for the researcher to search the data, make comparisons and 
to identify any patterns that require further investigation’. However, the researcher was 
mindful that there is the potential for bias when one person carries out the coding of 
interview data.  
 
The overall coding of the interview data were guided by mere inclusiveness of words, 
phrases and sentences relating to the study themes and set objectives. The coding was 
particularly important because it helped in the preparatory process; it was carried-out 
independently on each data source due to the varied nature of interviewees’ experience 
to the research topic or various accounts of the interviewees.  
 
Accordingly, after the coding process was completed, a thorough examination of the 
transcribed interview data (that is, electronic copy in Nvivo 9 database) was made, 
which was inherently linked to the coding process through shared development as the 
analysis progressed through constant comparison (Silverman, 2001). The entire process 
searched for how responses from interviewees make meaning to the study aim and 
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objectives. This approach ensured that multiple repeated passes were made of the 
coded data (Potter and Wetherell, 1992; Taylor, 2001); thereby resulting in a high level 
confidence in the processing of the data. 
The choice of Nvivo 9 software for analysis is informed by the drive for consistency, 
efficiency, effective data analysis and systematic data management (Gibbs, 2007). 
Electronic-copies of the interview data was used by way of inclusion (added to Nvivo 9 
database) and was used throughout the analysis as a tool to store, compare data, 
reclaim data and scrutinise variables or coded themes. In all, the entire data analytical 
process using Nvivo 9 was driven by inclusiveness of keywords, terms, phrases, ideas, 
concepts, themes and topics surrounding the study research question to enhance the 
study validity and reliability. Subsequently, some textual content was trimmed from the 
transcribed audiotapes and field notes used for analysis (see chapter 5 and 6) to 
enhance readers’ understanding of findings. 
 
3.2.4 Archive data approach to study 
 
Apart from the quantitative and qualitative approaches to the study, documentary data 
from HSE archive concerning construction industry’s prosecutions and sentences for 
health and safety breaches from 2007 to 2012 were obtained and analysis; in order to 
have a broad view of how health and safety risk affects the profitability of construction 
organisations. The data were sought through online search of HSE website. Inquiry 
concerning companies’ investigated in relation to the archive data obtained is presented 
in section 5.7.4 analysis of ‘exceptional items’ – costs of remedying unsafe acts. The list 
of construction companies and individuals prosecuted and fined for various health and 
safety breaches is attached as appendix G.  
 
3.3 Data triangulation  
 
The use of different sources of information (data) from quantitative and qualitative 
methods in a systematic manner to increase the study validity is what is herein referred 
to as triangulation (Ryan, et al., 2000). From this definition and mixed research methods 
employed; it is clear that triangulation was specifically considered in the research design 
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strategy to enhance quality and increase validity of findings. Fellows (2008) stated that 
triangulation of data from different methods helps maximise the potential occurrences 
and interactions around the phenomenon of gathering data. 
Arguably, triangulation is a tool commonly used by qualitative researchers to check and 
ascertain validity in their research by analysing research questions from multiple 
viewpoints. Patton (2002) argues that within research circles, there is a common 
misconception that the goal of triangulation is to arrive at consistency across data 
sources or approaches; indeed, triangulation of data may lead to inconsistencies given 
the relative strengths of different approaches. In Patton’s (2002) view, these 
inconsistencies should not be seen as weakening the evidence, but should be viewed as 
an opportunity to uncover deeper meaning in the data. 
 
For instance, the interviews conducted were a mere collection of selected practitioners’ 
views (conversations) relating to the study theme, as such data obtained may not give 
full insight about the study problem; although the study assume the data to be truth. For 
this reason, questionnaires were considered as the main approach to produce a more 
reliable scientific data. It is believed that, using both interviews and questionnaires will 
enhanced the study findings; compare to using a single research approach.  
 
3.4 Ethics   
 
To ensure that this study was carried out based on high ethical standards, various 
engineering and social sciences research organisations’ ethical standards were adhered 
to. For instance, the UK Engineering and Physical Science Research Council (EPSRC, 
2011) and the UK Economics and Social Science Research Council (SSRC, 2011) 
ethical principles for conducting research bordering on issues such as: the need to fully 
inform research participants of research purpose; the research should be thoroughly 
designed, reviewed, with integrity, quality and transparency, which should be upheld 
throughout the entire research process. Other issues such as confidentiality of 
information, no coercion of research participants to give information, harm to research 
participants, and so on, were avoided and the independence of the research were all 
adhered to by this study. Apart from adhering to the aforementioned ethical principles, 
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basic moral standards were also maintained during the research exercise. For instance, 
thought was given to the research topic prior to commencement, interaction with 
participants, accuracy of the data and interpretation were all considered (Payne and 
Payne, 2004). 
 
Beyond all these, the researcher particularly ensured that consent of participants and 
their organisations was sought before any site visits or interviews were carried out (Flick, 
2007). Prior to all site visits, full information with regard to duration of interviews, nature, 
scope of the interviews and time of meeting with participants were thoroughly made 
clear before any site visit took place (Bynre, 2004). A copy of the University of Bolton 
research ethics Committee form is attached as Appendix F. In addition, anonymity of all 
participants was assured throughout the study (Flick, 2009). 
 
All documentary data that may reveal the identities of participants were deliberately 
excluded from the study appendix and all electronic data were strictly managed. A 
password was created, to all files to prevent unlawful access to files. Upon completion of 
the study these files will be destroyed, and no record of participant’s identity will be held 
electronically. The only hard copy produced and held by the researcher will eventually 
be destroyed upon completion of this study.  
 
3.5 Validity 
 
Proponents of research quality contend that the term ‘validity’ can be best understood 
from qualitative and quantitative viewpoints (Spencer, et al., 2003). For instance, 
Creswell (2003) admits that, within qualitative studies, validity does not have the same 
connotation as it does in quantitative studies. Winter (2000), arguing from a quantitative 
perspective, claimed that ‘the traditional criteria for validity seems to find roots in a 
positivist tradition, because validity resides amongst culmination of other empirical 
conceptions such as: universal laws, evidence, objectivity, truth, actuality, deduction, 
reason, fact and mathematical data’. However, Joppe (2000) stresses that ‘validity in 
quantitative research means a determination of whether the research truly measures 
that which it was intended to measure or how truthful the research results are’. In other 
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words, does the research instrument allow the researcher to hit (the bull’s eye) the 
research object?  
The notion of validity in qualitative research is not straight forward, given that it is 
inescapably grounded in the processes and intentions of the research (Winter, 2000). In 
fact, some researchers even argued that ‘validity’ is not applicable to qualitative 
methods (Golafshani, 2003; Maxwell, 1992 and Seale, 2004). Regardless of the 
arguments for or against validity from qualitative and quantitative approaches; the term 
validity can be best examined from two perspectives: internal validity - the degree to 
which research conclusions are themselves supported by the study and external validity 
- the extent to which these findings can be generalised (Maxwell, 1992 and Seale, 
2004).  
 
Healy and Perry (2000) in their work, titled ‘Comprehensive criteria to judge validity and 
reliability of qualitative research within the realism paradigms’ argues that establishing 
what is the truth in a difficult cultural context can ‘complicate truths itself’; rather validity 
(truth) in terms of traditional academic concerns should be based on factors such as 
creditability, dependability, trustworthiness. However, Flick (2009) concur that, credibility 
is the most suitable replacement for validity when considering complex and different 
cultural circumstances. 
 
Based on this belief, this study plans to establish creditability through robust 
development of the research design, articulation of the study literature, clarification of 
research methodology, establishment of data collection methods and analysis; with the 
intention that the whole process and procedures will lead to the truths about the study 
(Davies and Dodd, 2002). 
 
Moreover, credibility of the study will be further pursued by employing data triangulation 
techniques to explore commonality and variance between the truths surrounding 
commitment to health and safety with regard to the profitability of construction business.  
Another technique envisaged to enhance validity of this study is the ‘formal process of 
member checking’ (Seale, 2004). This technique involves presenting the research 
findings to research communities (participants) where the research was conducted; by 
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seeking their opinions as to the authenticity of the study and its findings (Creswell, 
2003). This technique is included in this study research design, and findings from the 
use of this method will be discussed in detail in chapter 7 and 8.  
 
3.6 Reliability 
 
The dichotomy between validity and reliability in research is that, validity essentially 
entails the question of ‘does the research measurement process or assessment actually 
measure what the researcher intends to measure?’ (Kirk and Miller, 1986). While the 
related topic of reliability questions whether repeated measurements and assessments 
provide a consistent result given the same initial circumstances (Handley, 2005). 
According to Joppe (2000) reliability of a research study can be best defined as:   
 
‘…The extent to which results are consistent over time and an accurate 
representation of the total population under study … and if the results of a study 
can be reproduced under a similar methodology, then the research instrument is 
considered to be reliable’  (Joppe, 2000 p. 1). 
 
What appears to be exemplified in this citation is the concept of replicability and 
repeatability of result or research findings. Within qualitative research, reliability remains 
an issue that faces constant challenges, perhaps, due to questions such as ‘can 
repeatability be upheld in a qualitative research? In general terms of science, this 
question is often rejected in favour of other approaches (Seale, 2004). Thus, Kirk and 
Miller (1986) are of the view that reliability can be easily measured within quantitative 
research; using three main criteria, which relate to: (1) the degree to which a 
measurement, given repeatedly, remains the same (2) the stability of a measurement 
over time; and (3) the similarity of measurements within a given time period. 
 
Within the remit of the research circle, reliability is widely rejected in a qualitative study 
due to lack of homogeneity in this field of research (Brink, 1991). Notwithstanding this, 
Madill et al. (2000) maintained that realist qualitative research can demonstrate a level 
of objectivity and reliability if interpreted based on ‘consistency of meaning’ through 
triangulation. Apart from measuring reliability from a qualitative perspective based on 
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‘consistency of meaning’ from interview data; the diversity of paradigms available within 
psychology today make it important that qualitative research be evaluated by the 
standards and rigor entailed in its own logic of justification (Madill, et al., 2000; Gibbs, 
2007 and Flick, 2009).  
 
In this regard, this study is upholding reliability in the qualitative data through the use of 
standardised transcription of interview data employed and the use of constant 
comparison within analysis using Nvivo 9 in order to avoid definitional drift within the 
coding process (Gibbs, 2007).  
 
Reliability was also being demonstrated by making clear the study literature review and 
by presenting the research findings in a way that allows them to be evaluated properly. 
Moreover, in a traditional sense, the use of standardised and documented procedures 
for data collection as illustrated in section 3.2.2.2 and 3.2.2.3 can be considered 
significant and process reliable (Spencer, et al., 2003). From a quantitative viewpoint, 
the entire process can be considered reliable on the adopted research methodology. 
However, some statistical tests of internal reliability such as Cronbach's Alpha, interrater 
agreement Kappa, ICC and correlation matrix will be carried out by this study with the 
aid of computer software SPSS.  
 
3.7 Summary  
 
This chapter established and justified the methodology and methods employed by this 
study. The chapter also examined, in detail, the research design and how knowledge 
gained from the literature review and other supplementary studies have contributed to 
the development of the study methodology. The first few sections in the chapter satisfied 
the need for a robust research design (Creswell, 2003; 2007) and the subsequent 
sections upheld the need for reliable data collection, sound analysis of data/analytical 
tools and how the study encouraged academic credibility and reliability.  
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4.1 Introduction    
 
Every human endeavour comes with a risk because ‘life is either a daring venture or 
nothing’ (Weaver, 2005 p. 4); and some ventures, especially construction businesses, 
are more risky compared to others. In particular, the nature of construction businesses 
from project initiation, design, construction, commissioning and management of the 
facility comes with various degrees of risks. Indeed, any change that is intended to 
create gain (profitability) has an element of risk. Arguably, the construction industry is 
more risky because of the industry’s perceived handling of health and safety risk. While 
health and safety in the UK construction industry is believed to have improved 
significantly, others are of the view that the industry has more to do; by coming up with a 
working method that can be used to measure human and organisation commitment to 
health and safety (Leftly, 2005).     
 
Thus, this chapter looks at risk from the construction industry perspective with particular 
emphasis on health and safety risk, as well as appraisal and a working example on how 
to measure commitment to health and safety. In addition, the chapter reviews HSE 
archives in order to understand how safety risk or failure to uphold safety best practice 
(in terms of punitive safety costs) impacts negatively on the profitability of construction 
organisations.   
 
4.2 Overview of risk   
 
Construction is widely known to be a project based industry, though there are some 
exceptions.  In general terms the focus is usually on executing construction jobs and 
managing risks associated with three principal factors of project success: time, cost and 
quality (Khatta, 2008). Walker and Greenwood (2002) argue that ‘in recent times some, 
quite properly, add a fourth project success factor: safety; … which many call the first-
line objective of project management’. So, in an ideal situation, managing construction 
projects is about dealing with these first-line objectives, illustrated in figure 4.2.  
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Zou et al. (2009) affirms that the construction industry for years had a very poor 
reputation coping with the adverse risk effects, especially as it concern many 
construction projects that are hardly completed without adverse health and safety 
incidents recorded. Of course, that the industry is bedeviled by risk adversities is not 
surprising; in view of the fact that, there is no perfect plan (or engineer) on earth to bring 
about any more than perfect designs or that the forces of nature behaves in a perfectly 
predictable way (Smith, et al., 2006). In fact, health and safety risks cannot be 
completely eliminated in construction projects, but with the knowledge, application and 
adequate commitment to safety such risks can be minimised in order to prevent 
likelihood of common project catastrophes. Undeniably, risks posed by any of these first-
line objectives can undermine the profit target of construction projects, thereby turning a 
potentially profitable investment into a loss profit-making venture (Smith, et al., 2006). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
Figure 4.2: Health and safety as a first-line objective in construction projects adapted from Walker 
and Greenwood (2002 p.1) 
 
 
Arguably, the impact of health and safety risk compared to other front line objectives 
risks may be more harmful to a business, given that lives of employees are usually put 
at stake. Besides, health and safety risk usually brings reputational damage and 
financial losses, in addition to other unnecessary liabilities to businesses, in the event of 
adverse safety incidents (Haupt and Pillay, 2008). 
 
4.3 Definitions of risk, uncertainty and basic concepts 
 
According to Walker and Greenwood (2002) ‘the fundamental thing about risk, is its 
association with the unknown’. Thus, the terms risk and uncertainty are often assumed 
Cost 
Quality Safety 
Time 
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to mean one and the same thing. In most cases, both words usually make reference to 
future occurrences.  Though, in reality, or from an academic perspective, the terms 
appear to be different and a common concept used to disentangle risk from that of 
uncertainty is that:  
 
       ‘risk is measurable uncertainty; while, uncertainty is unmeasurable risk’ ... 
                 … Walker and Greenwood (2002) 
 
Although both words ‘risk’ and ‘uncertainty’ usually make reference to future 
occurrences or losses/gains, the concept of risk shows that risk can be quantified or 
measured; while there is no known means of ascertaining uncertainty (Raftery, 1994). In 
this regard, Smith et al. (2006) claim that risk is thus closer to probability, in a situation 
where the chance of an outcome is known.  
 
Furthermore, risk can be minimised by mitigating it. For example, risk can be mitigated 
by strong commitment to health and safety policies and practice or taking out health 
policies to face the uncertainty in the future (Weaver, 2005). But, uncertainty cannot be 
removed from human life or organisations all together. The relationship between risk and 
uncertainty is sometimes confusing; nevertheless, the distinguishing factor between the 
terms is that risk is often associated with harm/rewards caused to a person or business. 
For instance, historically, the UK construction industry in the 1970s and 1980s was 
generally seen as very risky due to high fatalities. Indeed, the industry was risky with the 
death toll numbering hundreds annually; but with awareness and a strong commitment 
to health and safety campaigns in recent years, fatalities (health and safety risk) in the 
industry have dropped significantly from hundreds to tens, though there is still 
uncertainty in the industry as to the possibility of achieving a zero accident record.   
 
Based on these premises, most authors argue that uncertainty should be considered 
separately from risk because the terms are distinctly different. Historically, ‘the word risk 
originates from the French word risqué, and began to appear in England, in its 
Anglicised form, around 1830, when it was used in insurance transactions’ (Smith, et al., 
2006). There are various definitions of risk available, in basic terms it has been defined 
103 
 
and assessed in terms of fatalities and injuries, in terms of probabilities of reliability, in 
terms of a sample of a population and in terms of likely effects on  projects or financial 
outcome (Walker and Greenwood, 2002; Smith, et al., 2006) and Khatta, 2008). 
However, because this study is concerned with SMEs in construction, the definition of 
risk proffered by the Association of Project Management (APM, 2012) will be upheld, 
which defined risk as: ‘the potential of an action or event to impact on the achievement 
of a project objectives’. While, uncertainty is considered as chance of occurrence of 
some events where the probability distribution is genuinely not known (Smith, et al., 
2006 p. 3).  
 
4.3.1 Risk and hazard 
 
Hazard is another word that is commonly used or seen to be associated with risk within 
the realms of health and safety risk management. Again many authors are of the view 
that the two words need to be kept discrete (Fryer, 1997 and Hughes and Ferret, 2007). 
In their words, Walker and Greenwood (2002) stated that ‘hazards are pre-existing 
conditions that have the potential to inflict some negative impact or do harm to people, 
business, environment and/or property’. For example, dust is a prominent hazard in 
construction sites, when particles less than 5 microns in diameter pass through the 
body’s defences into the lungs or stomach; it affects the human body in various ways 
(Fryer, 1997). Hazards vary from one construction project to another; the type of 
hazards that may be recorded in heavy (highway) construction sites may be vibration 
and noise from heavy duty equipment. Meanwhile, hazards likely to be documented in 
building construction work are toxic fumes from welding, silica and asbestos dust. HSE 
(2002) maintained that in general, hazards may be categorised as follows: 
 
● Natural, human-made, or technological  disasters (e.g., snowstorms, terrorism, a 
blackout); 
● Accidental and intentional events (burst compressor hose pipe); 
● Internal and external events (a fire or flood in construction site); 
● Controllable events and those beyond an organisation’s control (undiagnosed 
persons, a flu pandemic); 
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● Events with prior warning and those without (hurricanes and most earthquakes). 
 
However, the OSHA (2009) and HSE (2012c) argued that statistically speaking, top 
construction hazards come from key health and safety issues such as: falls from height, 
likely harm from falling materials, uncontrolled collapse (excavation and trenching), risks 
from connected services (electrical and mechanical services), dust, scaffolding, traffic 
management on sites, hazardous materials (chemical, silica, asphalt), noise and 
vibration and fire. 
 
4.3.2 Risks in construction  
 
The construction industry is open to more risk and uncertainty than perhaps other 
industries. Hitherto, and surprisingly identifying types of risks in the construction industry 
is cumbersome (Flanagan and Norman, 1993). The fact that construction projects have 
several characteristics, such as financial constraints limitation, specific objectives, time 
limits, economic requirements, legal compliance, complexity and other systematic 
characteristics, makes categorisation of risks difficult in construction.   
 
Nevertheless, the Construction Industry Research and Information Association (CIRIA, 
1996) is of the view that the best way to classify construction risks is by identifying ‘kind 
and source of risk’. This seems to make sense, given that, if risk faced in construction is 
known at its source then perhaps a solution can be found to control or mitigate the risk. 
CIRIA (1996) further claimed that construction risks can be categorised in three different 
ways: 
 
● Risk to activity – for example delay to completion, incorrect project estimate, low 
profitability outcome to business; 
● Risk to health and safety – for example fatalities on site injuries, lack of 
productivity due to adverse safety incidents; 
● Risk to environment – for example pollution. 
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On top of these three risk categories in construction, cost is a common link; that is 
money, time and effort required to control these risks to an acceptable level. Hence, 
CIRIA (1996 p. 10) argued that, generically most risks are specific to a project, 
interactive and sometimes cumulative and the common denominator is that they all 
affect cost and benefit, or success of projects. Thus, the best way to control construction 
risks is by having a firm knowledge of key risk sources, and the changes and uncertainty 
they bring to construction businesses, as highlighted in table 4.3.2.  
 
Table 4.3.2: List of risks and sources of risks to construction, adapted from CIRIA (1996) 
 
4.3.3 Health and safety risk  
 
Walker and Greenwood (2002) argue that health and safety constitutes the biggest and 
most deadly risk in construction business. In the last 25 years in the UK, 2,800 people 
were reported to have been killed on construction sites (HSE, 2012b). Health and safety 
risks from construction alone accounts for one in six industry casualties annually in 
Europe (Vasconcelos, et al., 2011). Thus, construction sites are considered potentially 
risky, hazardous and accident-prone.  According to the Health and Safety Executive, 
Sources of risk to construction projects  
Heading Change and uncertainty in or due to:  
Political  
government policy, public opinion, change in ideology, dogma, legislation, 
disorder (terrorism, war, riot) 
Environmental  
contaminated land or pollution liability, nuisance (e.g. noise) permissions, public 
opinion, internal/corporate policy, environmental law or regulations 
Planning 
permission requirements, policy and practice, land use, socio-economic 
impacts, public opinion 
Marketing 
demand (forecast), competition, obsolescence, customer satisfaction, fashion 
Economic treasury policy, taxation, cost inflation, interest rates, exchange rates 
Financial  bankruptcy, margins, insurance, risk share 
Natural  
unforeseen ground conditions, weather, earthquake, fire or explosion, 
archaeological discovery 
Project 
definition, procurement strategy, performance requirements, standards, 
leadership, organisation (maturity, commitment, competence and experience), 
planning, quality control, programme, labour, resources, communications and 
cultural issues 
Technical design adequacy, operational efficiency, reliability 
Human 
error, incompetence of engineers/quantity surveyors, ignorance, tiredness, 
communication ability 
Criminal  lack of security, vandalism, theft, fraud, corruption 
Safety 
regulations e.g. CDM, Health and Safety at Work Act, hazardous substances, 
collision, collapse, flooding, fire and explosion 
The list above is extensive but not complete: but these are the common risk sources 
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Local Authorities Enforcement Liaison Committee (HELA, 2009) in a document  titled 
HELA circular, LAC 67/1(REV. 4) health risk and safety risk need to be based on overall 
levels of compliance (or commitment) to health and safety best practice standards. In 
terms of a definition, LAC 67/1, of HELA (2009) defines safety risk as: 
 
‘ the potential of an item of work equipment, procedure or methods 
 of work to cause an undesirable injury of any nature’  
                                 
While health risk is defined as: 
 
‘the potential of a substance, chemical, force (e.g. noise), event  
(e.g. commercial robbery) or method of work to cause harm or  
ill-health. With aspects relating to both physical health and mental 
 health (e.g. stress) covered by this criteria. Assuming that, health  
hazards are not always cumulative (though they may be) and there 
are wide ranges of causative agents’.  
 
Furthermore, HSE (2004a) and HELA (2009) LAC 67/1(REV. 4) stated that to have a 
better understanding of health and safety risks in construction there is the need to rate 
such risks based on organisations’ health and safety performance as illustrated in table 
4.3.3. Moreover, HELA (2009) LAC 67/1(REV. 4) further argued that for health and 
safety risk rating to be meaningful, the rating needs to focus on essential factors such 
as:  
 
● health and safety track record of organisations, its willingness to carry out 
previous advice and enforcement, together with the accident history of the 
company;  
● the likelihood of a management change taking place and the possible effects on 
health and safety, including, for example, the support given to the new incoming 
management by senior management off-site;  
● the technical knowledge held within the organisation on health and safety matters 
and whether the hazards present require innovation or merely the application of 
standard answers to known problems; and  
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● the extent to which management carry out regular appraisals of their 
performance, and then modify their approach if they identify failings.  
 
LAC 67/1(REV. 4) acknowledge that some of these essential safety risk rating factors 
may apply less easily to SMEs, especially where most or even all management functions 
rest with one person, particularly as it relates to small construction businesses. Thus, 
HELA (2009) suggested that, in rating health and safety risks within SMEs businesses 
there is a need to bear in mind that ‘in many cases most of the aforementioned 
procedures may not be documented. In such cases, rating of safety risk should be 
based on discretion by looking to identify how far the spirit and practice of these 
essential factors are evident in the way SMEs’ deal with consideration for health and 
safety issues’.  
 
Garengo et al. (2005) argue that it is extremely difficult for SMEs to attain negligible or 
low health and safety risk scores (demonstrated in table 4.3.3), because of their 
insensitivity to the health and safety plight and the nature and conduct of their business, 
for obvious reasons, sometimes it does not encourage small companies to uphold safety 
best practice compared to larger companies.  
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Table 4.3.3: Safety risk rating adapted from HELA (2009) LAC 67/1 (REV. 4) 
 
Rating 
score 
Output 
name 
Indicative examples % rating 
1 
NEGLIGI
BLE 
Effective well documented safe systems of 
work. Good employee aware of risks and 
how to control them. 
Supervision/monitoring. Excellent 
housekeeping. Few people exposed to 
hazards. Infrequent use of hazardous 
articles. 
100 
2 LOW 
Adequate safe systems at work. Adequate 
supervision. Good standard of physical 
controls. Good standard of housekeeping. 
Some people exposed to hazards. Regular, 
but not continuous use of hazardous 
articles. Employees aware of significant 
risks and important control measures. 
80 
3 
MEDIUM 
TO LOW 
Some adequate safe systems of work but 
not evidence of unsafe systems too. Ad-
hoc supervision. Adequate physical 
controls. Housekeeping acceptable. 
Several people exposed to hazards. 
Frequent use of hazardous articles. Limited 
awareness of risks/control measures by 
employees. 
60 
4 
MEDIUM 
TO HIGH 
Unsafe systems of work for dealing with 
serious hazards. Poor supervision. 
Evidence of in adequate physical controls. 
Poor housekeeping. Several people 
exposed to hazards. Frequent use of 
hazardous substances. Employees 
unaware of significant risks/controls.  
40 
5 HIGH 
Unsafe systems of work for dealing with 
serious hazards. Lack of supervision. Poor 
physical controls; immediate improvements 
needed. Bad housekeeping e.g. in 
adequate working space around 
machinery. Several people exposed to 
hazards. Frequent use of hazardous 
articles. Deliberate non-compliance. 
20 
6 MAJOR 
As for HIGH but dependent on scale. Many 
people exposed to hazards. 
0 
       
              
4.3.4 SMEs, health and safety risk and business  
  
To have a broader view of how health and safety risk influences construction 
businesses, data from the HSE archive concerning prosecutions and sentences of 
health and safety breaches from 2007 to 2012 were obtained and reviewed. See 
appendix G for details of companies prosecuted by HSE for various health and safety 
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breaches from 2007 to 2012. A total of 1,067 cases involving various health and safety 
breaches, by various organisations and individuals working in the construction industry 
were examined. The cases reviewed shows that large construction companies 
constituted 5% with a total of 55 large companies prosecuted, and 69% of the cases 
involve SMEs with a total of 731 cases. Individual or self-employed cases constituted 
26% of the total cases reviewed with a total of 285 individuals put on trial for various 
health and safety breaches. The fines associated to the breaches range from £1 to 
£500,000.00 and in some cases companies’ entrepreneurs and individuals were 
imprisoned as illustrated in table 4.3.4; refer to appendix G for full details concerning 
health and safety prosecutions in the UK from the year 2007 to 2012.  
 
Table 4.3.4: Health and safety prosecution cases in the UK construction from 2007 to 2012 
Category of 
construction 
companies/ 
individual 
prosecuted 
for various 
health and 
safety 
offences  
No. of 
cases  
2007 
No. of 
cases 
2008 
No. of 
cases 
2009 
No. of 
cases 
2010 
No. of 
cases 
2011 
Total 
No. in 
5 
years 
Imprisonment
/suspended 
sentences 
Total amount of 
health and safety 
fines in five years 
(£) 
Large 
companies 7 11 14 10 10 52 0 3.55 M 
SMEs 
181 156 138 129 126 730 27 11.50M 
Individual 
cases 52 41 44 67 81 285 40 0.86M 
Total  
240 208 196 206 217 1067 67 15.91M 
 
Findings from table 4.3.4 show that collectively SMEs are more susceptible to high costs 
resulting from health and safety prosecutions; this will undeniably have adverse effects 
on the profitability of this category of construction business. BERR (2008 p.22) and 
Arocena and Nunez (2010 p.414) affirmed that there is need for SMEs to comply with 
health and safety because it reduces overall costs, improves availability of resources 
and heightens the effectiveness of their performance. In addition, findings from table 
4.3.4 suggest that, there is link between organisations’ commitment to health and safety 
and potential costs that may stem from health and safety prosecutions. Certainly, 
organisations that are committed to health and safety will most likely avoid punitive or 
remedial costs of health and safety. Arguably, large construction firms have the impetus 
to invest in health and safety (that is, they have well trained staff, better risk assessment 
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structure, better insurance arrangements and ability to purchase better working 
equipment/tools). Hence, there is that tendency for large companies to have better 
safety performance and better profitability compared to SMEs. 
 
While it may be easy to estimate the costs or fines associated with health and safety 
breaches, it is essential to note that these costs (fines) are mere fractions of actual cost 
to businesses, bearing in mind the direct cost to indirect cost of health and safety usually 
stand at a ratio of 1:11 (OSHA, 2012 and HSE, 2004) as illustrated in figure 4.3.4. This 
means that, the financial risk associated with health and safety (considering direct and 
indirect) to some construction businesses annually can run into hundreds of millions of 
pounds. Therefore, considering SME's exposure to health and safety risk, high cost of 
human capital, insurance costs, inability to properly evaluate health and safety risk, 
scope/volume of work in the industry, such uneven cost has the potential to jeopardise 
the profitability of construction SMEs.   
 
 
                       Figure 4.3.4: Ratio of indirect cost to direct cost adapted from OSHA (2012) 
 
4.4 Measurement of commitment to safety: key to risk management 
 
Zou et al. (2009) argue that to effectively manage health and safety risk requires going 
beyond the understanding of risk processes to embrace organisation and personal 
commitment to health and safety practices. Moreover, the quality of commitment to 
health and safety in construction relies on a number of factors that include; management 
attention, motivation and insight of project team, the qualification and knowledge of 
personnel within the project and the experience and personality of risk managers and/ or 
111 
 
risk analysts leading the process (Smith, et al. 2006). In essence, successful 
management of commitment to health and safety is directly related to people and how 
an organisation works. Indeed, for health and safety objectives to be achieved, it 
requires understanding of people and their behaviour in different roles (Fryer, 1997).  
 
However, from an organisational perspective commitment to health and safety is often 
used when referring to noticeable health and safety measures or safety attainment in an 
organisation. Commitment to health and safety is often seen as upholding safety 
standards; hence, the phrase is usually interpreted to mean investment in health and 
safety and health and safety performance. Conversely, it is necessary to differentiate 
between commitment to safety and safety performance given that safety performance; in 
most cases, looks at successful results and is often based on the absence of safety 
outcomes (injuries or ill health) rather than measuring effort put into safety management 
(HSE, 2001). But a low injury, low ill-health rate or low risk in the workplace, even over a 
period of years, is no guarantee that risks are being controlled or an indicator that an 
organisation is committed to safety (Garengo, et al. 2005).   
 
But there is need to measure level of commitment to health and safety in order to 
successfully measure human and organisation’s devotion to health and safety practice. 
The saying that ‘you cannot manage what you cannot measure’ simply attests to the 
need to have a commitment to safety measurement mechanism. The Small Business 
Advisory Group (SBAG, 2012) stated that ‘SMEs’ future performance challenges rest 
purely on the need to be nimble, flexible and adaptable to positive safety culture that can 
be self-evaluated’. Thus, there is a need for small businesses to constantly evaluate 
their levels of commitment to health and safety; and for effective measurement of 
commitment to health and safety, table 4.4 is put forward as a guide.  
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Table 4.4: Measure of organisational commitment to health and safety adapted from HELA (2009) 
LAC 
 
Percentage 
commitment 
to safety 
Rating 
score 
Output 
name 
Indicative examples 
85 - 100 Outstanding 
Committed to effective and well documented safe 
system of work. Good supervision/monitoring. 
Excellent housekeeping. Few or no people exposed 
to hazards. Infrequent use of hazardous articles. 
Employees aware of risks and how to control them. 
70 - 85 Excellent 
Committed to adequate safe systems at work. 
Adequate supervision. Good standard of physical 
controls. Good standard of housekeeping. Some 
people exposed to hazards. Regular, but not 
continuous use of hazardous articles. Employees 
aware of significant risks and important control 
measures. 
60 - 70 Very good 
Devoted to some adequate safe systems of work 
but not evidence of unsafe systems too. Ad-hoc 
supervision. Adequate physical controls. 
Housekeeping acceptable. Several people exposed 
to hazards. Frequent use of hazardous articles. 
Limited awareness of risks/control measures by 
employees. 
50 - 60 Good 
Some noticeable element of adequate safe systems 
of work but not evidence. Ad-hoc supervision. 
Some element of physical safety controls. 
Housekeeping good but not acceptable. Several 
people exposed to hazards. Frequent use of 
hazardous articles. Limited awareness of risks/ 
control measures by employees. 
40 - 50 Satisfactory 
Unsafe systems of work for dealing with serious 
hazards. Poor supervision. Evidence of in adequate 
physical controls. Poor housekeeping. Several 
people exposed to hazards. Frequent use of 
hazardous substances. Employees unaware of 
significant risks/controls.  
20 - 40 Poor 
Unsafe systems of work for dealing with serious 
hazards. Lack of supervision. Poor physical 
controls; immediate improvements needed. Bad 
housekeeping e.g. in adequate working space 
around machinery. Several people exposed to 
hazards. Frequent use of hazardous articles. 
Deliberate non-compliance. 
0 - 20 Very poor 
As for poor (output 20 – 40 above) but dependent 
on scale. Many people exposed to hazards. 
           
              
However, it is necessary to bear in mind that table 4.4 is based on the principle of health 
and safety risk rating and the effectiveness is anchored on the fact that organisations 
need to realise that, the purpose of health and safety is to reduce risks (HSE, 2001).  
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4.5 Summary 
 
This chapter provided a general idea of risk from construction viewpoint, source of 
construction risks, hazard and the impact of health and safety risk to construction 
business. The chapter also proffer suggestion to rating of health and safety risks and the 
prospect of SMEs’ attainment of negligible risk score. Data from HSE archive concerning 
health and safety prosecution from 2007 to 2012, and the aftermath on business were 
also evaluated; in order to have a rough estimate of how health and safety (unsafe act) 
infringe on the profitability of construction business. Finally, the chapter put forward 
indicative examples on how to measure commitment to health and safety based on 
HELA (2009) LAC 67/1 (REV. 4) report.     
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5.1 Introduction  
 
This chapter provides analysis for the study quantitative data. First the section looked at 
the sample representativeness (responses) to the questionnaires considered for 
analysis.  Secondly, the profile of participants and other demographic details are 
examined. Third, the results of the three commitments to health and safety best practice 
measured at; direct level influence, organisational level influence and policy level 
influence are examined, in addition to the measure on whether commitment to health 
and safety bring about economic advantage to organisations.  Furthermore, company’s 
profit margins were then measured; and subsequently compared to average percentage 
commitment to health and safety best practice. Descriptive analyses were introduced in 
order to show the average, variations and the degree of deviation or dispersion of 
measured variables. Afterwards, a summation of the entire measured variables (IV) in 
the form of percentage commitment to health and safety best practice ∑n  were then 
correlated against dependent variables percentage companies’ profit margin over five 
years. The analyses and study quantitative findings are presented in various tables and 
charts in several sections in the chapter.     
  
5.2 Sample representativeness 
 
The questionnaires correctly filled-in by participants and deemed purposeful for this 
study analysis came from different categories of SME companies; see appendix C for 
categorisation companies that took part in the study. This includes companies providing 
direct construction works ranging from housing, ground work, civil 
engineering/infrastructure and repair/maintenance works. Other companies that 
participated in the study include manufacturers or plant hire companies, 
mechanical/electrical companies and other service providers in the construction industry.  
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Table 5.2a: Category of SMEs and number of valid questionnaires considered   
Category of 
SMEs’ 
companies 
Total number of 
valid/purposeful 
questionnaires 
returned by 
participants  
Total number of 
valid/purposeful 
questionnaires 
per participants 
traceable to a 
company  
Average number of 
valid/purposeful 
questionnaires 
received per 
company with 
traceable incomplete 
company accounts' 
over 5 years (n = 77) 
Average number of 
valid/purposeful 
questionnaires 
received per company 
with traceable and 
complete company’s 
accounts' over 5 
years (n = 71) 
Medium-
sized 
47 43 36 34 
Small 40 38 36 35 
Micro 24 5 5 2 
Total  
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86 
 
77 71 
 
Table 5.2a illustrates breakdown of participants with regards to category and proportion 
of SMEs’ companies that participated in the study. Table 5.2b below show detail 
tabulation of response rate to the questionnaires, and findings in table 5.2b reveal that 
the use of site visits (face-to-face administering of questionnaire) has a response rate of 
53.32% the most effective means followed by use of postal service 28% and online 
response 18.68%. See table 3.2.2.1 for percentages of distributed and returned 
questionnaires. 
 
              Table 5.2b: Tabulation of response rate to questionnaire 
                
  
 
 
                  
            
The variables measured by the questionnaire are divided into four categories, aimed at 
measuring commitments to health and safety best practice at; direct level influence 
(questions 1 – 10), organisational level influence (question 11 – 31), companies’ policy 
level influence (question 32 – 55), and appraisal of participants’ view on whether 
commitment to safety brings about economic advantage to a company (questions 56 to 
62). The fourth segment in the questionnaire is designed in a way to measure the extent 
to which participants agree or disagree on whether commitment to health and safety 
best practice influences the profitability of construction organisations.   
Methods employed in the distribution of 
questionnaires  
Percentage rate of responses to duly 
fill-in questionnaires (%) 
Questionnaires distributed through site visits (face-
to-face) and site drop-off.  
53.32 
Use of postal service 28.00 
Use of online means (use of URL/e-mail) 18.68 
Total                             100.00 
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5.2.1 Comparison analysis of data; test of homogeneity (Mann-Whitney test 
 – ANOVA) 
 
With the aid of SPSS – 20, comparison analyses were conducted between data 
obtained through site visits (face-to-face) coded as group 1 against valid data obtained 
through the use of postal service coded as group 2, and data obtained through the use 
of online (URL/e-mail ) coded as group 3, as illustrated in table 5.2.1.  
 
           Table 5.2.1: Comparison analysis of methods employed to gather quantitative data 
No. of 
participants 
Total percentage 
score for health 
and safety best 
practice               
(Q1 to Q55) 
1 - data collected 
through site visits,                                      
2 - data collected  
using postal service 
and                             
3 -  data collected 
using online means 
No. of 
participants 
Total 
percentage 
score for health 
and safety best 
practice          
(Q1 to Q55) 
1 - data collected 
through site visits,                                      
2 - data collected  
using postal service 
and                             
3 -  data collected 
using online means 
1 49.96 1 40 58.64 2 
2 54.10 3 41 44.89 2 
3 50.89 1 42 49.52 2 
4 50.67 3 43 54.12 3 
5 47.62 1 44 60.47 1 
6 58.15 1 45 52.50 3 
7 57.43 3 46 52.71 2 
8 55.34 1 47 55.42 2 
9 53.54 1 48 56.05 2 
10 65.34 2 49 50.06 1 
11 57.05 1 50 53.06 1 
12 57.81 1 51 54.70 1 
13 59.56 1 52 50.19 2 
14 59.78 1 53 54.17 3 
15 56.55 1 54 50.58 2 
16 47.32 2 55 60.53 2 
17 62.79 1 56 52.37 3 
18 54.72 2 57 59.87 3 
19 49.44 1 58 59.60 3 
20 53.63 1 59 50.78 2 
21 47.54 1 60 55.75 3 
22 56.32 1 61 58.65 2 
23 50.61 1 62 53.76 2 
24 53.37 1 63 57.50 3 
25 56.72 2 64 64.61 3 
26 50.86 3 65 59.84 2 
27 44.36 2 66 54.52 2 
28 48.33 2 67 55.71 3 
29 53.78 2 68 49.70 2 
30 52.29 2 69 53.22 2 
31 53.00 1 70 53.62 2 
32 48.18 1 71 56.22 3 
33 49.73 1 72 57.18 2 
34 56.36 1 73 58.30 2 
35 59.51 3 74 63.79 2 
36 47.76 2 75 57.67 3 
37 59.14 2 76 61.14 1 
38 52.21 3 77 49.91 3 
39 51.92 2       
Overall mean (n = 77) = 54.48% 
Overall mean of data collected through site visits (n= 27)  = 54.48% 
Overall mean of data collected using postal service (n = 31) = 54.67% 
Overall mean of data collected using online URL (n = 19) = 54.54% 
Mann-Whitney U, Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed), group1 versus 2, group 2 versus 3 and group 1 versus 3 gave p values = 0.83, 0.23 
and 0.40 respectively. 
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There are two reasons for conducting the comparison analysis between these groups. 
One is the relatively high response rate of one group over the others (53.32% for site 
visits methods, 28.00% and 18.68% for postal services and online URL/e-mail methods). 
Secondly, the difficulty of obtaining health and safety data regarding companies’ 
background and other contextual information may lead to false data. Therefore, post-hoc 
tests for homogeneity is required to determine if there is significant difference between 
data obtained using various methods described in table 5.2.1. To explore 
representativeness, Mann-Whitney test for two groups was used.   
 
The results in table 5.2.1 illustrate Mann-Whitney test conducted between the groups; 
group 1 against group 2, Mann-Whitney (U), Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) of = 0.83, group 2 
against group 3 Mann-Whitney (U), Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) = 0.23 and group 1 against 
group 3 Mann-Whitney (U), Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) = 0.40. Since, the p value group 1 
verse 2 is close to one (1) approximately it shows that there is no significant difference 
between data obtained through sites visits and postal method. Thus, there were no 
concerns on the sample representativeness and non-response bias in the study. The p 
values of group 2 verses 3 and group 1 verses 3 are quite low. This means that there 
are slight differences between the data obtained using this means however the 
differences are not so large to be considered significant. Therefore, the full sample was 
utilised for the purpose of subsequent analysis and the profile of participant’s companies 
were considered to be representative of construction organisations doing business in the 
UK.  
 
5.3 Profile of participants and other demographic data 
 
Among the participants that took part in the study 79% indicated their job titles; with their 
breakdown or job titles presented as follows: 11% quantity surveyors/cost managers, 
26% construction/site managers, 15% plant/utility/engineering managers, 5% 
foremen/supervisors, 5% safety managers, 8% companies’ managing directors, 5% 
engineers, 7% contract/commercial managers, 3% site agents and 15% others in 
various managerial capacity. Summation of the study demographic data suggest that 
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over 80% of experienced participants from various construction professions took part in 
the survey.  
 
The participants’ gender demographic data reveal that, 87% indicated their sex 
category, with 93% male and 7% female. Though, the gender data may not be 
surprising it simply shows that the majority of construction professionals in managerial 
position are male. In term of age range, there was no response to the age range of 18 or 
less, 5% of participants were between the age brackets of 19 to 25 years, 10% were 
between the ages of 26 to 35, 13% were in the age brackets of 36 to 45, 44% in the age 
range of 46 to 55 and 28% were in the age range of 55 and above.                        
 
The survey show that education qualifications of participants indicates that, 3% of 
participants had ordinary level/GSCE, 7% had A levels, 12% had NVQ level 1and 2, 
37% had HNC, HND, BTEC Higher level, 25% had first degrees, 1% had postgraduate 
certificate, 3% indicated that they had other vocational/work related qualifications and 
1% started practicing their profession through apprenticeships. While 11% stated that 
they had other qualifications not stated in the questionnaire. In addition to education 
qualifications, the data further reveals that the study participants are affiliated to various 
professional bodies, with 5% attaining Associate level of the Chartered Institute of 
Building (CIOB), 12% full members of CIOB, 3% members of the Royal Institution of 
Chartered Surveyors (RICS), 11% members of the Institution of Civil Engineers (MICE), 
1% members of the RIBA and 68% indicated that they belonged to other professional 
bodies.  
 
In terms of approximate types of contracts frequently in use by construction 
organisations to whom participant’s belong, 71% indicated JCT forms contract, 8% ICE 
forms of contract, 14% NEC family of contracts, 2% GC/Works contracts, 2% PC/Works 
contracts, 0% Associated Consultant Architect forms of contracts, 2% other Standard 
forms of contracts and 1% non-standard forms. Furthermore, when participants were 
asked to indicate approximately the sector to which their companies’ belong within the 
construction industry; 56% signified new build – housing,  19% new build infrastructure, 
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4% public construction works, 4% private industrial construction, 4% private commercial 
and 13% repairs and maintenance – housing.  
 
5.4 Classification and analysis of measured variables 
  
This section examines analysis of measured variables in the questionnaire regarding 
commitment to health and safety best practice. The analysis in this section followed four 
categories of measured variables namely:  
 
(i) direct level commitment to health and safety, Q1 to Q10; 
(ii) organisations’ commitment (organisational level influence), Q11 to Q32;  
(iii)  policy of organisations towards health and safety practice - policy level 
influence, Q33 to Q55;  
(iv)  the measure of participants’ view on whether commitment to health and 
safety influences the profitability of organisations, Q56 to Q62.   
 
Out of the 62 statements in the questionnaire, a total of 18 statements were deliberately 
reversed in the questionnaire to eliminate the effects of yeh-sayers and nay-sayers 
(Farrell, 2011 p.87). For example statement Q4 in the questionnaire was presented to 
participants as ‘the standard of health and safety training could be improved’. This gave 
a mean score on first scoring of 63.64% as illustrated in table 5.4 under column 
“presentation to participants” mean % score. This indicates a bad score; 63.64% 
indicates agreement that improvement is needed based on the scale used in the 
questionnaire in the direction of score 0 = 0% - very strongly disagree to score 5 = 100% 
- very strongly agree. The numeric values in tables 5.4 to 5.4.4 below are obtained by 
multiplying the mean scores of each question by a factor of 20 in order to express each 
mean score in percentages. Please refer to appendix C for computed mean score 
values. Note: columns highlighted in yellow colours in appendix C represent the 18 
reversed questions. The multiplying factor of 20 approximately is the total numbers of 
questions (62) divided by 3.1. Note: the numeric value of 3.1 is the mean of the 
“response scale” from score 0 = very strongly disagree to score 5 = very strongly. The 
value is obtained by dividing 62 / 3.1 = 20 which is then used to multiply the mean 
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scores obtained in appendix C. This expression is used to convert the various mean 
scores to percentages as illustrated in tables 5.4 to 5.4.4. Please refer to appendix B 
attached for code and mean scores measurement of reversed statements in the 
questionnaire. 
 
Table 5.4: tabulation of 18 reversed statements in the questionnaire 
Statements 
No.  
Presentation to participants Mean 
% 
score 
Reversed statements in the 
main body of the thesis 
Mean score 
used in the 
calculations 
for overall 
means (%) 
Q4 the standard of health and safety 
training could be improved 
63.64 the standard of health and safety 
training could not be improved 
36.36 
Q11 there are often communication 
barriers to health and safety 
practice on sites 
57.14 there are no communication 
barriers to health and safety 
practice on sites 
42.86 
Q13 safety information attached to 
equipment can sometimes be 
inadequate 
57.40 safety information attached to 
equipment can sometimes be 
adequate 
42.60 
Q14 risk assessments are not 
adequately communicated to 
operatives 
57.57 risk assessments are adequately 
communicated to operatives 
42.43 
Q15 there is no strict adherence to 
health and safety work method 
statements 
61.04 there is strict adherence to health 
and safety work method 
statements 
38.98 
Q16 enforcement of safety rules that 
remove workers from site (for 
breaches) are not evident 
56.36 enforcement of safety rules that 
remove workers from site (for 
breaches) are evident 
43.64 
Q17 there is insufficient attention paid to 
the tidiness of the internal working 
environment  
58.42 there is sufficient attention paid to 
the tidiness of the internal 
working environment  
41.58 
Q18 guidance to prevent working in 
adverse weather conditions is not 
evident 
60.82 guidance to prevent working in 
adverse weather conditions are 
evident 
39.18 
Q20 site working equipment are 
sometimes used inappropriately by 
workers 
56.80 site working equipment are used 
appropriately by workers 
43.20 
Q29 there is a need to improve ways of  
reviewing and update safety 
procedures 
65.79 there is no need to improve ways 
of  reviewing and update safety 
procedures 
34.21 
Q34 there is a need to engage workers 
more in risk assessments  
65.45 there is no need to engage 
workers more in risk assessments  
34.55 
Q40 risk assessments with regard to 
suitability of equipment needs to 
improve 
65.87 risk assessments with regard to 
suitability of equipment does not 
require improvement 
34.13 
Q41 inspection and replacement of 
equipment sometimes falls short of 
expected standards 
63.16 inspection and replacement of 
equipment meet expected health 
and safety standards 
36.84 
Q44 workers are not rewarded for good 
safety practice / behaviour 
43.43 workers are rewarded for good 
safety practice / behaviour 
56.57 
Q47 construction designs do not 
consider life-cycle maintenance 
39.69 construction designs do consider 
life-cycle maintenance 
60.31 
Q50 sub contracts are awarded purely 
on the basis of price, with little or no 
regard for safety  
63.95 sub contracts are awarded purely 
on the basis of price, with regard 
for safety  
36.05 
Q51 safety culture is not imposed top 
down (from senior management to 
worker on site) 
63.16 safety culture is imposed top 
down (from senior management 
to worker on site) 
36.84 
Q54 there is need to improve 
consistency in the enforcement of 
safety rules 
 69.21 there is no need to improve 
consistency in the enforcement of 
safety rules 
30.79 
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Mean percentage scores are derived for example thus 62 questions, with a maximum 
score of 5, this will give a maximum score of 310 for each person. An actual score of 
155 would be equal to 50%. The scores of all participants are used to calculate an 
overall mean score. 
 
The direct level influence on commitment to health and safety best practice were 
measured based on individual practitioner’s competence, situational awareness and 
team working. The organisations’ commitment to health and safety best practice 
measured by the survey examined issues such as motivation/morale of personnel for 
keeping to health and safety best practice, safety/operation of working equipment’s, 
quality of inspection/adherence to health and safety activities, recruitment and selection 
of qualified/safety conscious personnel, training of staff, planning of safety activity, 
communication of hazards within an organisation and incident management/feedback. 
While, organisations’ policy influences on commitment to health and safety were 
measured by the study to covering issues such as contracting strategy in relation to 
concern for health and safety, company’s safety culture, organisational structure and 
general safety management among other environmental issues. Finally, the fourth 
segment measured participants’ views or degree of agreement/disagreement on 
whether commitment to safety best practice brings about economic advantages of 
construction organisations.  
 
Note: most mean data in tables 5.4 to 5.4.4 involve means of means. It should be 
acknowledged that there is the tendency or potential to lose discrete data as a result of 
meaning means.  
 
5.4.1 Measured items: direct level commitment to health and safety  
 
Table 5.4.1 illustrates means scores breakdown of 77 participants’ responses. The 
participants were asked (in a Likert item ranging from very strongly disagree to very 
strongly agree) to give their judgement about health and safety by indicating the extent 
to which they disagree or agree (in the sequence of very strongly disagree 0 = 0% to 
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very strongly agree 5 = 100%) to construction industry commitment to health and safety 
best practice.  
 
In terms of measure, a score above 3.00 implied that participant’s agree or strongly 
agree to construction industry commitments to health and safety best practice in the 
direction of (i) 0 = 0% - very strongly disagree, (ii) 1 = % - strongly disagree, (iii) 2 = 40% 
- disagree, (iv) 3 = 60% - agree, (v) 4 = 80% - strongly agree, (vi) 5 = 100% - very 
strongly agree. Please refer to table 3.2.2.3 on how percentages are calculated and 
assigned to “response scale”.  
 
Table 5.4.1: Measurement of direct level commitment to health and safety best practice (questions 
1 to 10). 
 
Measurement   Mean 
score  
S.D. Mean 
score 
in % 
Measurement of extent to which participants agree or disagree 
with the following:  
  1 managers always insist that workers hold CSCS cards 3.13 1.16 62.63 
2 workers are always focused on doing their jobs safely  3.22 0.87 64.47 
3 welfare conditions are of a high standard  3.16 0.88 63.12 
4 the standard of health and safety training could not be improved 1.71 0.92 34.14 
5 promotion of health and safety situational awareness on site is 
satisfactory  
2.99 1.03 59.74 
6 there is strong  respect for safety abilities within teams  3.03 1.23 60.54 
7 there are appropriate controls in place to limit working hours to 
avoid fatigue 
2.97 1.17 59.48 
8 regular sight and hearing tests of site workers are carried out 2.84 1.15 56.84 
9 there is effective promotion of good canteen diets on site 2.94 1.20 58.70 
10 lone workers are always provided with communication gadgets 
e.g. mobile phones 
2.81 1.24 56.27 
Direct level commitment to health and safety average index 2.88 1.09 57.59 
Very strongly disagree = 0, Strongly disagree = 1, disagree = 2, agree = 3, Strongly agree = 4, 
Very strongly agree = 5 and Unsure was assigned no numeric value  
 
A mean score of 2.88, corresponding to 57.59% were recorded in this category. This 
means that on average participants’ disagreed to most measured items, regarding direct 
level commitment to health and safety best practice. Though, most participants’ agree 
with statements 1, 2, 3 and 6. The overall mean score show that the total score in this 
category is very close to agree. Arguably, the responses to these statements seem to 
reflect reality of health and safety conditions among small construction firms. For 
example, the American Industrial Hygiene Association (AIHA, 2002) stated that ‘more 
than one-half million construction workers are exposed to potentially hazardous levels of 
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noise, yet available health and safety programs provide little incentive to protect them 
against noise-induced hearing loss’. The National Institute for Occupational Safety and 
Health (NIOSH, 1996) claim that, ‘reasonable number of construction workers are 
exposed to high noise levels up to 85 dB(A) LAeq,8h and  are likely to develop hearing 
impairment if there is no regular sight and audiometric testing’. With reference to 
question 7, the measure of 59.48 may be described as good but not excellent hence, 
HSE (2005) assert that SME companies in construction are more likely to have 
uncontrolled working hours, due to their nature of business and organisational 
characteristics.  
 
5.4.2 Measured items: organisations’ level of commitment to health and 
safety 
 
Table 5.4.2 show analyses of participants’ responses to organisations’ commitment to 
health and safety best practice. The average mean score for this category is 2.60 which 
equates to 52.07%. This category encompasses the most reserved statements with a 
total of nine statements 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20, and 29 reserved. Apart from the 
reversed statements, participants disagreed with most direct questions asked. For 
example, question 25 ‘workers who apply for jobs have their safety training claims 
verified’ (mean score of 2.92), question 30 – ‘safety procedures are developed with the 
help of people who actually do the job (mean score 2.97), question 23 – ‘PPE is always 
replaced after an appropriate period of use’ (with a mean score of 2.84) among others 
scores that recorded disagree. In terms of health and safety risk, question 14 shows that 
participants’ disagree that risk assessments are not adequately communicated to 
operatives by SMEs’ companies. While, question 16 indicates that small companies lack 
enforcement of safety rules that remove workers from site for breaching health and 
safety rules. The overall mean percentage score of 52.07% show that SMEs’ 
organisation commitment is the lowest among the categories measured by the study.  
 
Arguably, the low scores recorded in this category show that the purpose of designing a 
questionnaire to eliminate yea-sayers and nay-sayers was quite effective in this study; 
otherwise this category could have recorded a higher scores based on how the 
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questionnaires was first presented to participants. In all, 16 out of 18 reversed 
statements representing 88.88% gave a low score below 3.00 as shown in table 5.4. 
 
Table 5.4.2: Measurement of SMEs organisations’ level of commitment to health and safety best 
practice (questions 11 – 31).  
 
Measurement   Mean 
score 
S.D. Mean 
score 
in % 
Measurement of extent to which participants agree or disagree 
with the following:   
 11 there are no communication barriers to health and safety practice 
on sites 
2.14 1.05 42.80 
12 relevant health and safety job-specific information is readily 
available 
3.00 1.15 60.00 
13 safety information attached to equipment can sometimes be 
adequate 
2.13 1.06 42.60 
14 risk assessments are adequately communicated to operatives 2.12 1.26 42.40 
15 there is strict adherence to health and safety work method 
statements 
1.95 1.01 39.00 
16 enforcement of safety rules that remove workers from site (for 
breaches) are evident 
2.18 1.24 43.60 
17 there is sufficient attention paid to the tidiness of the internal 
working environment  
2.08 1.12 41.60 
18 guidance to prevent working in adverse weather conditions are 
evident 
1.95 1.27 39.00 
19 there is careful consideration given to the selection of right 
equipment for work  
2.92 1.01 58.42 
20 site working equipments are used appropriately by workers 2.16 1.26 43.20 
21 retrofitting of safety aids on working tools most often do not meet 
safety standard 
3.04 1.14 60.82 
22 compliance with requirements to wear or use PPE is very good 3.05 1.12 61.07 
23 PPE is always replaced after an appropriate period of use 2.84 1.01 56.80 
24 there is regular safety training concerning the correct selection, 
care and use of PPE 
3.07 1.06 61.33 
25 workers who apply for jobs have their safety training claims 
verified 
2.92 1.27 58.40 
26 company health and safety trainers are very competent and 
knowledgeable 
3.12 1.11 62.40 
27 health and safety is core to all staff training programmes 3.16 1.13 63.20 
28 safety training is relevant to the context of a particular site 
conditions 
3.12 0.99 62.34 
29 there is no need to improve ways of  reviewing and update safety 
procedures 
1.71 1.05 34.20 
30 safety procedures are developed with the help of people who 
actually do the job 
2.97 1.16 59.47 
31 safety procedures are concise and clear 3.04 1.21 60.78 
Organisational level of commitment to health and safety  average 
index  
2.60 1.13 52.07 
Very strongly disagree = 0, Strongly disagree = 1, disagree = 2, agree = 3, Strongly 
agree = 4, Very strongly agree = 5 and Unsure was assigned no numeric value    
 
 
5.4.3 Measured items: SMEs’ organisations’ policy level towards 
 commitment to health and safety 
 
Table 5.4.3 recorded a mean score of 2.66 which translates to 53.28%. On average the 
score shows that participants’ disagree to most measured items in this category.  A 
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snapshot of table 5.4.3, show that participants disagree to most statements relating to 
companies’ policy towards health and safety best practice.  
 
Table 5.4.3: Measurement of SMEs organisations’ policy level towards commitment to health and 
safety best practice (questions 32 to 55). 
 
Measurement   Mean 
score 
S.D. Mean 
score 
in % 
Measurement of extent to which participants agree or disagree 
with the following:   
 32 health and safety is strongly considered in pre-plan/pre-design 
stages 
3.29 1.06 65.79 
33 safety method statements are always examined to ensure 
viability before work starts 
3.12 1.20 62.37 
34 there is no need to engage workers more in risk assessments  1.73 1.24 34.55 
35 there is transparency in acting to prevent safety incident 
reoccurrence 
3.09 1.20 61.87 
36 managers are competent in the management of health and safety 3.36 1.08 67.11 
37 workers  interface on health and safety issues with senior 
management is cordial  
3.44 0.92 68.83 
38 managers have good understanding of safety tasks and the use 
of right equipments 
3.26 1.22 65.19 
39 the flow of health and safety information is comprehensive  3.13 1.24 62.63 
40 risk assessments with regard to suitability of equipments does 
not require improvement 
1.71 0.92 34.13 
41 inspection and replacement of equipment meet expected health 
and safety standards 
1.84 0.93 36.84 
42 there is regular inspection  of scaffolding 2.95 1.13 58.95 
43 competent workers are usually retained for possessing  good 
safety practice 
2.77 1.41 55.41 
44 workers are rewarded for good safety practice / behaviour 2.83 1.56 56.57 
45 there is reward system in place for appropriate response to near 
miss incidents 
1.79 1.56 35.83 
46 construction designs help eliminate hazardous work processes  2.02 1.45 40.33 
47 construction designs do consideration life-cycle maintenance 3.02 1.51 60.31 
48 fragile roofs are designed out 2.36 1.40 47.16 
49 there is explicit consideration of health and safety when sub 
contract packages are awarded 
2.86 1.04 57.30 
50 sub contracts are awarded purely on the bases of price, with 
regard for safety  
1.80 1.21 36.05 
51 safety culture is imposed top down (from senior management to 
worker on site) 
1.84 1.03 36.80 
52 there are clear roles and responsibilities with designated health 
and safety functions 
3.33 0.98 66.67 
53 there is effective auditing of safety improvement systems 3.52 0.96 70.40 
54 there is no need to improve consistency in the enforcement of 
safety rules 
1.54 0.94 30.79 
55 there is clarity and focus in company health and safety control 
system 
3.34 0.94 66.84 
SMEs' organisations policy level towards commitment to health and 
average index 
2.66 1.17 53.28 
Very strongly disagree = 0, Strongly disagree = 1, disagree = 2, agree = 3, Strongly agree = 4, 
Very strongly agree = 5 and Unsure was assigned no numeric value  
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5.4.4 Measured items: commitment to safety and economic advantages 
 
Questions 56 to 62 were asked to seek the views of participants on whether commitment 
to health and safety best practice influences the profitability of SMEs’ organisations. 
Table 5.4.4 show a breakdown of overwhelming agreement from participants to all the 
questions asked in the category, with an average score of 3.70, a mean percentage 
score of 73.91%; affirming that participants strongly agree that commitment to health 
and safety best practice helps boost productivity/profitability. 
 
Table 5.4.4: Measurement of participants’ views on whether commitment to health and safety lead 
to the profitability of organisations (questions 56 to 62). 
 
Measurement   Mean 
score 
% 
S.D. Mean 
score 
in % 
Measurement of extent to which participants agree or disagree 
with the following:   
 56 effective health and safety practice help prevent work 
disruption 
3.56 0.98 71.18 
57 there is economic advantage derived from investing in health 
and safety practice 
3.58 0.94 71.53 
58 there is economic advantage to be gained from commitment to 
health and safety  
3.59 0.88 71.86 
59 spending on preventive health and safety is a good investment 3.65 0.92 73.02 
60 commitment to preventive health and safety helps boost 
productivity/profitability 
3.71 0.84 74.30 
61 spending on preventive health and safety helps boost work 
process efficiency 
3.87 0.84 77.33 
62 commitment to health and safety helps prevent unwanted 
remedial safety costs 
3.91 0.82 78.18 
Commitment to health and safety lead to the profitability of 
organisations average index 
3.70 0.89 73.91 
Very strongly disagree = 0, Strongly disagree = 1, disagree = 3, agree = 3, Strongly agree = 4, 
Very strongly agree = 5 and Unsure was assigned no numeric value 
 
The mean score in this section produced the highest mean score among the four main 
categories measured by the questionnaire. Figures 5.4.4 (a and b) show graphic details 
of participant’s percentage agreement to some of the questions asked in the section. For 
example, questions 57 and 58 were generic and the purpose of the questions is to find 
out the extent to which the study participants agree or disagree to the claim that ‘there is 
economic advantage to be gained from commitment to health and safety’: 0% very 
strongly disagree, 3% strongly disagree, 6% disagree, 40% agree, 34% strongly agree, 
and 17% very strongly agree as illustrated in figure 5.4.4a.   
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Figure 5.4.4a: Relationship chart on whether commitment to health and safety bring about 
economic advantages  
 
 
Figure 5.4.4a indicates that on aggregate most participants agree that commitment to 
health and safety brings about economic advantage to companies. Similarly, question 
60 (in table 5.4.4) is more precise and focuses on the study main objective; the question 
is intended to seek more clarity on whether ‘commitment to preventive health and safety 
helps boost productivity/profitability of organisations’. Response from participants shows 
that 0% very strongly disagree, 0% strongly disagree, 8% disagree, 31% agree, 43% 
strongly agree and 18% very strongly agree. This show that majority of participants that 
fill-in the questionnaire agree that commitment to health and safety helps boost 
productivity/profitability of organisations as illustrated in figure 5.4.4b.  
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Figure 5.4.4b: Relationship chart on whether commitment to health and safety influence the 
productivity/profitability of companies 
 
 
Nevertheless, it is necessary to subject the measure of commitment to health and safety 
capture in the questionnaire to more rigorous statistical analyses by comparing 
percentage ∑n - commitment to health and safety best practice to percentage ∑n - 
companies’ profit margin over a period of five years.  
 
5.4.5 Resources  
 
The resources or study variables were measured on a six-point Likert item ranging from 
very strongly disagree (0) to very strongly agree (5) with 18 statements reversed. See 
appendix A and table 3.2.2.3 questionnaire measurement scale and codes assigned to 
each scale. Table 5.4.5 show a summary of different categories of commitment to health 
and safety measured by the study.  
 
Table 5.4.5: Summary of different categories of commitment to health and safety measured  
  
Statements    
(1 – 10) 
Statements       
(11 – 32) 
Statements       
(33 – 55) 
Mean 
value of 
statements 
(1 – 55) 
Mean value 
of 
Statements       
(56 – 62) 
Percentage of different 
categories of 
commitment to safety 
measured (%) 
57.59 52.07 53.28 54.31 73.91 
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The average percentage commitment to health and safety (based on Q1 – Q55) stood at 
54.48% as shown in tables 5.4.5. In total, a highest score of resource variables indicate 
that the fourth part of the questionnaire that consist of statements (56 to 62, see table 
5.4.4) on whether commitment to safety influences the productivity/profitability of 
organisations had the highest mean score of 73.91%, followed by direct level 
commitment (individual) of 57.89%, policy of organisations toward commitment to safety 
53.29% and organisations commitment to safety with mean scores of 52.29%.  
 
5.5 Descriptive statistics 
 
This section provides descriptive statistics for the study variables including the mean, 
range, minimum, maximum, variance, standard deviations, measurement of interrater 
agreement (Rwg), interclass correlation coefficient (ICC) and correlation matrix of the 
study variables. Table 5.5(a) show descriptive statistics of raw data scores as affixed by 
participants to the questionnaire and a snapshot of the statistic show that the average 
mean score is 2.67, with a standard deviation of 1.15 and variance of 1.35. Moreover, 
the raw data were further subjected to computer SPSS analysis of interrater agreement 
(Rwg) and intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) in order to ascertain the degree of 
agreement among raters. The ICC in specific terms helps to establish the degree of 
homogeneity or consensus among participants to information they provided. Table 
5.5(b) illustrate SPSS interrater agreement (Rwg) (Kappa) and intraclass correlation 
coefficient (ICC) significant at 0.43 and 0.59 respectively. This means that the interrater 
agreement is good and ICC is approximately substantial.  
 
Landis and Koch (1977) asserted that measure of agreement (Kappa) of 0.41 – 0.60 is a 
moderate agreement and ICC scores of 0.60 – 0.80 is a substantial intraclass 
correlation.  
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      Table 5.5a: Descriptive statistics of scores affix to questionnaire 
                
No. 
statements
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean % Mean 
scores
Std. 
Deviation
Variance
M R xmin xmax X X%
Q1 76 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.13 62.63 1.17 1.37
Q2 76 4.00 1.00 5.00 3.22 64.47 0.87 0.76
Q3 77 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.16 63.12 0.89 0.79
Q4 77 4.00 0.00 4.00 1.86 37.14 0.93 0.86
Q5 77 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.99 59.74 1.03 1.07
Q6 74 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.03 60.54 1.24 1.53
Q7 77 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.97 59.48 1.18 1.39
Q8 76 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.84 56.84 1.16 1.33
Q9 77 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.94 58.70 1.21 1.46
Q10 75 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.81 56.27 1.25 1.56
Q11 77 4.00 0.00 4.00 2.13 42.60 1.06 1.11
Q12 73 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.00 60.00 1.15 1.33
Q13 76 5.00 0.00 5.00 1.96 39.21 1.06 1.13
Q14 77 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.13 42.60 1.27 1.61
Q15 74 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.12 42.43 1.02 1.04
Q16 77 5.00 0.00 5.00 1.95 38.96 1.24 1.55
Q17 77 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.23 44.68 1.12 1.26
Q18 76 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.14 42.89 1.28 1.65
Q19 76 4.00 1.00 5.00 2.92 58.42 1.02 1.03
Q20 76 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.09 41.84 1.27 1.60
Q21 73 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.04 60.82 1.15 1.32
Q22 75 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.05 61.07 1.13 1.27
Q23 75 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.84 56.80 1.01 1.03
Q24 75 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.07 61.33 1.07 1.14
Q25 75 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.92 58.40 1.28 1.64
Q26 75 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.12 62.40 1.11 1.24
Q27 75 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.16 63.20 1.14 1.30
Q28 77 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.12 62.34 1.00 1.00
Q29 76 5.00 0.00 5.00 1.89 37.89 1.05 1.11
Q30 76 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.97 59.47 1.17 1.36
Q31 77 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.04 60.78 1.22 1.49
Q32 76 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.29 65.79 1.07 1.14
Q33 76 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.12 62.37 1.21 1.47
Q34 77 5.00 0.00 5.00 1.73 34.55 1.25 1.57
Q35 75 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.09 61.87 1.21 1.46
Q36 76 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.36 67.11 1.09 1.19
Q37 77 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.44 68.83 0.92 0.86
Q38 77 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.26 65.19 1.23 1.51
Q39 76 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.13 62.63 1.25 1.56
Q40 75 4.00 0.00 4.00 1.71 34.13 0.93 0.86
Q41 76 4.00 0.00 4.00 1.84 36.84 0.94 0.88
Q42 76 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.95 58.95 1.14 1.30
Q43 74 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.77 55.41 1.42 2.01
Q44 70 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.83 56.57 1.57 2.46
Q45 72 5.00 0.00 5.00 1.79 35.83 1.57 2.48
Q46 61 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.02 40.33 1.47 2.15
Q47 65 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.02 60.31 1.53 2.33
Q48 67 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.36 47.16 1.41 1.99
Q49 74 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.86 57.30 1.05 1.10
Q50 76 5.00 0.00 5.00 1.80 36.05 1.22 1.49
Q51 76 5.00 0.00 5.00 1.86 37.11 1.04 1.09
Q52 75 4.00 1.00 5.00 3.33 66.67 0.99 0.98
Q53 76 5.00 0.00 5.00 1.54 30.79 0.94 0.89
Q54 76 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.34 66.84 0.95 0.89
Q55 75 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.77 55.40 1.15 1.30
Mean 75 4.87 2.67 53.47 1.15 1.35  
 
Where n is less than 77 that is, a consequence of missing data. All means scores are 
appropriately adjusted to take account of missing data. 
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                     Table 5.5b: Interrater agreement Kappa and ICC values 
       
 
                         
  
In addition to table 5.5(a and b), table 5.5.1b show SPSS produced correlation matrix of 
the study variables. The correlation matrix helps explain the pattern of internal 
relationships among measured variables. It also helps facilitate perception of relations in 
multivariate data display (Friendly and Kwan, 2002). Generically, the correlation matrix 
shows weak correlations among variables as illustrated in table 5.5.1b.       
 
5.5.1 Descriptive statistics: percentage commitment to safety best practice             
 
Table 5.5.1a illustrates a summary of descriptive statistics of percentage commitment to 
health and safety best practice based on summation of responses to individual 
questionnaire. On average SMEs’ percentage commitment to health and safety best 
practice were measured to be 54.48% approximately with a minimum of 44.36% and 
maximum of 65.34% recorded by the survey. See table 5.7.1a and appendix C attached 
for full detail of table 5.5.1a.     
 
           Table 5.5.1a: Descriptive statistics of percentage commitment to health and safety 
  No. Range Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Variance 
SMEs 
commitment to 
safety values 
obtained 
77 20.98 44.36    65.34 54.48 4.56 20.81 
 
Measure of Agreement Kappa 0.56 
Average measures of intraclass 
correlation coefficient 
0.78 
133 
 
          Table 5.5.1b: Correlation matrix of the study variables 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60
1 1.000
2 .260 1.000
3 .199 .181 1.000
4 -.041 .148 .214 1.000
5 .217 .144 .039 -.028 1.000
6 -.033 .252 .369 .073 -.127 1.000
7 .166 -.001 .207 .281 -.013 .481 1.000
8 -.272 .202 .235 -.023 -.172 .312 .357 1.000
9 .024 .139 -.183 -.228 .200 .068 .035 .092 1.000
10 .090 -.138 .019 -.343 .040 .142 .002 -.054 .488 1.000
11 -.260 -.496 -.145 .025 -.252 -.403 -.152 .088 -.168 -.372 1.000
12 .114 .197 -.034 -.160 .095 .087 -.151 .150 .294 .135 -.014 1.000
13 .179 -.459 -.429 .061 -.132 -.283 -.111 -.505 -.166 -.090 .184 -.225 1.000
14 -.058 -.132 -.005 -.030 -.099 .198 .162 .075 -.051 .198 -.040 -.064 .004 1.000
15 -.255 -.067 -.180 .038 -.189 -.083 -.015 .140 -.064 -.246 .019 -.104 .150 -.241 1.000
16 -.241 -.155 .011 -.086 -.029 .067 -.090 -.038 .195 -.070 .219 -.176 .074 .261 .266 1.000
17 .142 -.119 -.291 -.106 .085 -.225 .071 -.282 .008 -.119 -.043 -.270 .338 .242 -.106 -.088 1.000
18 .068 -.117 -.075 .382 -.155 -.206 -.017 -.242 -.120 .030 .169 -.196 .309 .325 -.180 .241 -.141 1.000
19 .374 .301 .158 .277 -.051 .073 .150 .123 -.118 -.042 -.109 .257 -.292 -.098 -.027 -.367 -.010 -.139 1.000
20 -.180 -.107 .063 -.231 -.518 -.101 -.278 .165 -.264 -.310 .429 .145 -.212 .014 -.041 .052 -.107 -.208 -.054 1.000
21 .092 .263 .088 .206 .093 -.151 .129 .220 -.098 -.023 -.077 .077 -.148 -.449 .038 -.469 -.048 -.231 .153 -.055 1.000
22 -.155 -.256 .152 -.112 .101 -.097 -.048 .047 -.079 .003 .210 -.170 -.020 .100 .200 .236 .072 -.202 -.007 .062 -.300 1.000
23 .052 .260 .075 -.091 .381 -.053 .119 .174 .240 .151 -.285 .221 -.030 -.234 -.135 -.221 .211 -.348 -.164 -.261 .508 -.236 1.000
24 .269 .278 .205 .054 .139 -.061 .049 .226 .270 .001 .098 .108 -.191 -.461 -.008 .079 -.321 -.133 .338 -.177 .422 -.066 .157 1.000
25 -.042 .073 .090 .224 .334 .082 .232 .167 .232 .240 -.063 -.086 -.046 .053 .066 -.090 -.112 -.087 -.080 -.442 .004 .470 .122 .021 1.000
26 -.134 .266 -.182 -.064 .004 .131 -.014 .068 .347 .188 -.017 .375 -.239 -.231 -.312 -.023 -.138 .044 .052 -.167 .153 -.346 .261 .278 -.124 1.000
27 -.021 -.113 .228 -.212 .188 -.088 -.007 .230 .361 .161 .300 .086 -.255 .008 -.390 -.071 .097 -.179 -.086 .052 -.003 .154 .145 .112 .137 .209 1.000
28 .050 -.107 -.019 .038 .242 .047 .078 .016 .167 .015 -.224 -.184 .180 -.442 .246 -.004 -.076 -.154 -.122 -.425 .002 .035 .058 .265 .165 -.027 .067 1.000
29 -.001 -.319 -.227 -.057 -.007 .053 .081 -.293 -.224 -.003 -.027 -.202 .363 .213 .363 .303 .120 .183 -.074 -.247 -.360 .155 -.372 -.250 -.015 -.211 -.226 .270 1.000
30 .162 -.125 .179 .056 .466 .182 .617 .099 .236 .259 -.110 -.149 -.193 -.060 -.371 .048 0.000 -.041 0.000 -.367 .140 -.022 .358 .272 .217 .201 .170 .143 -.123 1.000
31 .154 .249 .259 -.047 .105 .134 .018 .358 .318 .253 .060 .085 -.425 -.275 -.376 -.139 -.268 -.149 .262 .019 .313 -.147 .152 .571 .039 .309 .345 .017 -.695 .355 1.000
32 -.237 .212 .017 -.122 .151 .076 .343 .406 .254 -.089 .130 -.023 -.511 -.012 -.043 .238 -.067 -.117 -.219 .065 .164 .038 .138 .223 .052 .295 .333 .030 -.168 .377 .295 1.000
33 .010 .116 .299 -.317 .075 .188 .021 .202 .057 .252 -.201 .327 -.318 .185 .087 -.015 -.251 -.184 .201 -.136 -.146 .162 -.071 .145 .078 .078 .186 -.053 .210 -.139 -.071 .075 1.000
34 .054 -.312 -.206 -.134 -.251 .221 .215 -.152 .004 .264 .015 -.151 .235 .416 .061 .287 .022 .362 -.157 -.063 -.388 -.165 -.287 -.352 -.261 .009 -.048 .014 .552 .037 -.293 -.036 -.082 1.000
35 -.094 -.152 .153 -.146 -.084 .143 .244 .192 -.109 .337 -.093 .050 -.234 -.115 .055 -.158 -.444 -.042 .086 -.030 .182 .173 -.090 .178 .073 -.021 -.199 -.067 -.116 .291 .256 .255 .318 -.112 1.000
36 -.060 -.357 .239 .048 .216 .172 .231 -.071 .045 .304 -.155 -.253 .131 .085 -.069 .040 .090 .099 -.170 -.455 .191 -.072 .181 .127 -.029 -.042 -.048 .135 -.069 .394 .182 -.081 .052 .055 .295 1.000
37 .353 .092 .172 -.159 .130 .003 .161 -.100 -.268 -.076 -.170 -.017 .137 -.349 .022 -.234 -.111 -.118 -.210 -.017 .391 -.232 .358 .150 -.155 -.020 -.266 .152 -.185 .172 .120 .083 -.013 -.041 .266 .286 1.000
38 .011 -.058 .181 -.359 -.219 -.127 -.285 .020 -.045 .033 .135 .006 -.108 -.328 .062 -.155 -.017 -.266 .039 .320 -.082 -.149 .068 -.006 -.247 -.024 .205 .097 .077 -.225 .023 -.199 .184 .053 -.205 -.213 .113 1.000
39 -.125 -.028 -.147 -.092 -.053 -.203 -.253 -.015 -.040 -.021 .240 .271 -.132 -.413 -.162 -.240 -.410 .131 .187 .044 .030 -.231 -.196 .230 -.160 .496 .122 .088 -.172 -.080 .289 -.003 .236 -.221 .176 -.118 .069 .238 1.000
40 .243 .299 .001 .391 .051 .117 .210 -.037 -.159 -.045 -.401 -.284 .236 .226 .202 .109 .100 .315 -.021 -.458 .041 .019 .047 -.037 .300 -.178 -.500 .202 .133 0.000 -.179 -.070 -.271 .093 -.046 .074 .120 -.530 -.453 1.000
41 -.037 .186 -.107 .337 -.041 -.242 .098 -.031 .108 -.106 .113 -.217 .059 .022 .065 .305 .115 .331 -.057 -.112 .300 -.013 .087 .233 .034 .042 .045 .027 .112 .060 -.101 .292 -.367 .103 -.268 -.145 -.224 -.313 -.235 .311 1.000
42 .085 -.246 -.270 -.390 -.088 -.145 -.016 -.016 .394 .344 .154 .184 .306 -.111 -.175 -.206 -.040 -.002 -.257 -.011 -.108 .102 .167 .076 .182 .027 .116 .041 -.115 .086 .035 -.103 -.017 .033 .220 .011 .107 .150 .037 -.238 -.177 1.000
43 -.020 .035 -.147 -.304 .362 -.110 .043 .043 .390 .147 .090 .318 .047 -.313 .083 -.025 .131 -.389 -.198 -.218 .278 .003 .580 .252 .270 .126 .218 .196 .021 .202 .058 .299 .117 -.208 -.002 .007 .195 .205 -.005 -.230 .144 .369 1.000
44 .114 -.002 -.003 .175 .190 -.272 -.033 -.128 .038 .003 .023 -.186 -.244 .230 -.220 -.022 -.097 .290 .121 -.061 -.041 -.086 -.357 .113 -.046 -.122 .244 .056 .144 .088 -.028 .190 .010 .165 -.034 -.104 -.344 -.181 -.027 .044 .319 -.166 -.314 1.000
45 .097 -.035 -.021 -.116 -.007 -.008 .249 .080 .228 .125 -.015 .171 -.024 -.102 .260 .116 -.011 -.086 .158 -.069 -.235 .443 -.055 -.026 .374 .007 -.051 .089 .112 .097 -.123 -.023 .195 -.065 .031 -.207 -.006 .070 .184 -.045 -.018 .155 .208 -.402 1.000
46 -.010 .133 .395 -.143 -.173 -.029 -.011 .416 .169 .164 .167 .081 -.474 -.053 .222 .185 -.347 -.106 .116 .298 .111 .472 -.092 .307 .229 -.112 .068 -.249 -.369 -.019 .362 .227 .150 -.197 .352 -.016 .041 .040 -.091 -.023 .045 .108 -.033 -.092 .353 1.000
47 .103 .075 -.066 .049 -.200 -.084 -.113 -.342 .006 .076 -.060 -.255 .144 .041 -.277 -.065 .188 .292 -.125 -.100 -.059 -.319 -.016 .064 -.296 .186 -.059 .098 .055 -.053 -.006 .074 -.174 .294 -.053 .098 .134 .153 -.122 .189 .113 .189 -.092 .307 -.531 -.236 1.000
48 -.230 -.054 .062 .086 -.028 .116 .038 .136 .054 -.196 .237 .110 -.219 -.052 .139 .284 -.247 .001 .079 .151 .002 .225 -.236 .157 .072 .130 -.116 -.290 -.106 .068 -.007 -.063 -.042 -.214 .019 .084 -.257 -.260 .150 -.152 .082 -.110 -.182 -.087 .305 .383 -.537 1.000
49 .068 .053 -.075 -.103 .024 -.088 -.175 .185 .047 -.183 .043 .407 .023 -.131 .366 -.064 -.184 -.189 .228 -.004 .050 -.023 .072 .213 -.159 -.139 -.157 .054 -.199 -.249 .041 -.143 .045 -.099 .135 .015 .039 -.138 -.032 .134 -.132 .128 .042 .010 -.139 .184 -.092 .105 1.000
50 .010 .301 .026 .218 -.153 .030 .083 .013 -.016 -.091 -.238 -.245 -.075 .132 .115 .230 -.089 .277 .204 -.056 -.122 -.135 -.240 .121 -.050 -.078 -.384 -.232 -.009 -.042 .005 -.050 .219 -.228 .090 -.041 -.141 -.110 .141 .113 .045 -.275 -.322 .004 .186 .036 -.160 .198 -.264 1.000
51 -.017 .030 .392 -.058 .045 .251 .102 .416 .280 .371 -.011 .258 -.426 .238 -.179 .016 -.400 -.307 .129 .147 .072 .199 .011 .355 .366 -.105 .242 -.113 -.309 .158 .411 .117 .434 -.266 .292 .104 -.097 -.056 -.057 -.199 -.202 .113 .073 .104 .044 .439 -.257 .121 .005 .097 1.000
52 .188 -.061 -.170 -.096 .402 .073 .196 -.120 -.286 -.258 -.196 -.191 .211 -.048 .043 -.066 .046 -.005 -.253 -.201 -.155 .214 -.065 -.210 .169 -.172 -.274 .317 .363 .218 -.355 .016 -.102 .065 .093 -.021 .309 -.248 -.139 .304 -.228 .109 -.091 .021 .063 -.244 -.063 .010 -.049 -.134 -.302 1.000
53 -.029 .125 .237 -.108 .347 .001 .146 .345 .069 .085 -.002 .146 -.337 .153 -.381 -.009 -.060 -.214 -.234 .123 .345 -.160 .627 .080 .093 .091 .308 -.288 -.457 .478 .300 .396 -.075 -.204 .084 .060 .147 -.144 -.237 -.051 .073 -.035 .232 .082 -.318 .083 -.141 -.046 .021 -.179 .352 -.050 1.000
54 -.006 -.226 .012 -.274 .256 -.095 -.219 -.182 .261 .102 .017 .262 .016 .100 -.004 .394 .001 -.045 -.225 -.052 -.401 .305 .013 .003 -.023 .042 .171 .342 .254 .034 -.277 .027 .036 .218 -.208 -.036 -.149 -.040 -.147 .053 .126 .134 .152 .209 .125 .037 .095 .065 .300 -.498 -.012 .158 .004 1.000
55 .138 -.029 -.036 -.385 -.319 .048 .040 -.126 -.006 .048 -.051 .134 .006 .107 -.180 .011 .205 -.145 -.012 .384 -.196 -.020 .018 -.253 -.244 -.012 -.017 -.372 .023 0.000 -.258 -.081 -.045 .026 .017 -.362 -.176 .118 -.102 -.159 .028 .180 .005 -.077 .154 -.026 -.086 .164 -.005 .049 -.141 -.034 .154 .128 1.000
56 .068 -.319 .145 -.121 -.132 -.136 -.005 .110 -.175 .137 .242 .015 .161 -.027 .146 -.241 .114 .032 .165 -.194 .108 .057 .002 .013 -.059 .048 .338 .146 .108 -.186 .060 -.179 .299 .222 .002 .320 .153 .309 .229 -.118 -.183 -.013 .044 -.137 .056 .063 .031 -.203 .177 -.374 -.119 -.230 -.240 .001 -.303 1.000
57 -.085 -.069 .378 -.308 -.075 .331 .216 .456 -.142 -.066 .301 .274 -.373 -.011 -.088 -.040 -.256 -.228 .077 .245 .160 .013 .025 .232 -.207 .112 .280 -.128 -.014 .095 .188 .252 .377 .088 .226 .192 .204 .279 .174 -.456 -.142 .088 .247 -.136 -.014 .277 -.142 .247 .147 -.326 .234 -.080 .161 .064 .022 .372 1.000
58 -.511 .030 -.167 -.024 -.242 .026 -.175 .325 -.022 -.274 .332 .056 -.189 -.247 .420 .075 -.192 -.287 .139 .220 .017 .116 -.231 .218 -.116 .067 .079 .131 .119 -.362 .089 .292 .278 -.094 .132 -.211 -.193 .266 .233 -.373 -.072 -.048 .182 -.057 -.114 .067 .043 -.093 .132 .026 .096 -.228 -.290 -.180 -.352 .126 .264 1.000
59 -.393 .029 -.240 -.069 -.342 -.083 -.207 .393 -.136 -.328 .387 .183 -.006 -.323 .257 -.011 -.143 -.303 .250 .304 .196 -.009 .017 .363 -.210 .182 -.049 -.052 -.089 -.276 .145 .042 .121 -.355 .114 -.265 -.195 .186 .344 -.340 -.028 .052 .177 -.279 -.075 .001 -.175 .143 .257 .151 .070 -.260 -.055 -.268 .036 .016 .234 .707 1.000
60 .098 -.119 -.379 -.131 -.054 -.102 -.131 -.253 -.166 -.145 .017 -.094 .512 .001 .314 .065 .170 .177 -.110 -.201 .100 -.192 -.191 -.049 -.257 -.152 -.139 .172 .541 -.375 -.409 -.236 .010 .277 -.221 .059 -.012 -.098 .026 .100 .311 -.078 .105 .057 -.124 -.401 -.069 .025 .143 -.025 -.436 .121 -.370 .014 .044 .239 .077 .051 .108 1.000
61 .365 -.211 -.104 -.152 -.100 -.176 .067 -.100 .071 0.000 .037 -.087 .327 -.054 .348 .065 .189 .084 .068 -.110 .076 -.237 -.104 .037 -.241 -.307 .033 .193 .267 -.123 -.141 -.236 -.113 .304 -.230 .094 0.000 .114 -.081 .077 .243 -.077 .061 .119 .079 -.076 -.166 .031 .309 -.057 -.285 -.131 -.199 .093 .208 .360 .043 -.223 -.125 .661 1.000
62 .220 -.139 -.105 -.189 -.051 -.082 .012 .054 .186 -.082 -.008 .118 .163 -.048 .336 .115 .043 .183 -.035 -.013 -.140 -.325 -.147 -.088 -.360 -.165 .013 .237 .281 -.197 -.199 -.189 .035 .337 -.307 .037 .016 .298 .078 -.124 -.021 .010 -.004 .021 .184 -.077 -.177 .071 .219 .035 -.302 .026 -.309 .140 .027 .279 .147 -.071 -.134 .486 .746 1.000
Pearson Correlation
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 5.5.1b: Correlation matrix
Question No.
Measured variables
No. of 
questionnaire
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5.6 Analysis of reliability  
 
This study explored the use of Cronbach’s alpha ( ) a coefficient of internal 
consistency, in order to measure internal reliability of the data obtained through 
the use of questionnaires. The reliability test is introduced to help determine the 
stability of “response score” given by participants. In essence, the statistical test 
will help determine consistency of the measure scores recorded. The reliability 
tests were carried out using SPSS; and are in two phases in order to determine 
the degree of reliability of raw and treated data obtained through questionnaire. In 
the first phase, the raw data (score obtained from participants without treatment 
or adjusted) were subjected to SPSS internal consistency reliability test and it 
produce a cronbach’s alpha ( ) coefficient of 0.81 as illustrated in table 5.6a.  
 
Table 5.6a: SPSS reliability statistics based on raw data (Q1 to Q62) 
Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on 
Standardized Items 
No. of Items 
0.81 0.82 62 
 
The second phase consists of data that were treated in order to take account of 
void or unanswered questions such as the unsure option or questions that were 
omitted. All unreciprocated or unsure scores were assigned a mean score of the 
total score obtained from each question and were subsequently subjected to 
SPSS coefficient alpha test that produced a cronbach’s alpha ( ) coefficient of 
0.92 as illustrated in table 5.6b. Note: in both phases the data tested covered all 
the 62 statements in the questionnaire. 
 
Table 5.6b: SPSS reliability statistics based on treated data (Q1 to Q62) 
Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on 
Standardized Items 
No. of Items 
0.92 0.88 53 
 
Based on the result obtained in table 5.6(a and b) the consistency and stability of 
the study data are good enough for the intended purpose. According to Cronbach 
and Shavelson (2004) in an article ‘my current thoughts on coefficient alpha and 
successor procedures’ internal consistency reliability test with  > 0.5 to ≥ 0.9 
can be best interpreted as follows: 
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Cronbach's alpha Internal consistency 
α ≥ 0.9 Excellent (High-Stakes testing) 
0.8 ≤ α < 0.9 Good (Low-Stakes testing) 
0.7 ≤ α < 0.8 Acceptable (Surveys) 
0.6 ≤ α < 0.7 Questionable 
0.5 ≤ α < 0.6 Poor 
α < 0.5 Unacceptable 
 
5.7 Analysis of company’s profit margin variables 
 
The profit of construction SMEs companies considered in the study were 
measured via two accounting methods: profit based on turnover (PT) and profit 
based on return on capital employed (ROCE). In both methods, five years 
companies’ profits were considered for analysis based on HSE and OSHA 
standards of reporting health and safety statistics. Moreover, the accounting 
methods of analyses were employed in the study to better understand profitability 
of SME’s organisations with respect to commitment to health and safety best 
practice. The main difference between the accounting methods employed is: 
ROCE measures of profitability shows how well a business is utilising its capital 
to generate profits. Capital employed can be found from a company’s annual 
balance sheet statement or financial position by taking into account the 
shareholders’ funds (share capital and reserves) and long term debt (ACORN, 
2006). ROCE is a ratio usually express as follow:  
 
Return on capital employed (ROCE) =  
Profit before interest and tax (PBIT) X 100 
Capital employed 
 
While, gross/operating profit margin analysis is the ratio of operating profit to 
sales or turnover (ACORN 2006); express as follow: 
Gross or Operating profit margin  =  
 PBI (with or without tax) X 100 
Capital Turnover 
 
 
Hitherto, in accounting or financial analysis it is argued whether to include tax and 
other statutory deduction to profit before interest (PBI) when calculating operating 
profit margin. However, most financial analysts often exclude tax and other 
statutory deduction in the calculation of operating profit margin. Though, other 
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profit margin ratios such as: cost of sales / turnover and profit after tax / turnover 
are often employed to show distinction (ACORN, 2006, Coombs, et al., 2005). 
 
5.7.1 Profit margin based on company’s turnover  
 
Table 5.7.1a show a summary of the three accounting methods employed in the 
analyses of construction SMEs companies’ profit margins over five years. The 
study put the total turnover of the 77 companies considered for analysis at 
£26.93bn, total gross profit at £3.76bn, total operating profit at £591.16 million 
and total shareholder’s funds (equity) at £3.84bn. A full analysis of each 
company’s measure of commitment to health and safety, turnover, profit margins 
and shareholder funds is attached as appendix C. 
 
Construction SME’s profit analysis based on turnover were considered in two 
phases: analysis based on company’s gross profit and operating profit with 
reference to companies’ annual turnover. Table 5.7.1a column D shows a 
breakdown of five year profit margins based on gross profit / turnover of SMEs 
companies considered in the study. While, table 5.7.1b is an abstract of column E 
in table 5.7.1a that illustrate descriptive statistic and analysis of companies’ profit 
margin based on gross profit over a five years’ period. A possible explanation to 
table 5.7.1b is that, the profit margin range of 56.38% indicates that the minimum 
and maximum profit margins are far apart; this means high fluctuation in the 
gross profit margins. Moreover, the mean gross profit score of 12.64% appears to 
be on the high side compared to the average profit margin obtainable in the 
construction industry.  
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            Table 5.7.1a: Summary of company’s profit margin based on turnover and ROCE over a period of five years 
 
A B C  D E F G H I J 
   
Company No. 
% commitment  
to health and  
safety           
(Q1 to Q55) 
% measure on  
whether commitment  
to H&S bring about  
economic advantage  
to a company       
(Q56 to Q62) 
Total company's  
turnover over 5  
years 
Total company's  
gross profit  
over 5 years 
Average  
company's  
profit margin  
over 5 years  
based on gross  
profit  
(D/C*100) 
Total  
company's  
operating  
profit over 5  
years 
Average  
company's  
profit margin  
over 5 years  
based on  
operating profit  
(F/C*100) 
Difference  
between  
average  
company's  
gross profit   
and operating  
profit (E -G)  
Total  
company's  
Shareholders'  
equity for 5  
years 
Average  
companies  
profit over 5  
years based  
on ROCE  
(F/I*100) 
1 49.96 71.43 4,950,000 190,654 3.85 124,654 2.52 1.33 2,550,000 4.89 
2 54.10 68.57 5,102,439 311,518 6.11 290,518 5.69 0.41 4,344,081 6.69 
3 50.89 77.14 187,167,591 13,801,921 7.37 11,231,921 6.00 1.37 184,167,591 6.10 
4 50.67 80.00 454,374,819 30,653,264 6.75 12,662,197 2.79 3.96 70,560,679 17.95 
5 47.62 77.14 164,037,000 10,422,524 6.35 10,122,524 6.17 0.18 43,101 - 
6 58.15 71.43 519,716 152,856 29.41 -65,692 -12.64 42.05 3,724,006 -1.76 
7 57.43 71.43 9,985,700 277,546 2.78 240,546 2.41 0.37 1,047,900 22.96 
8 55.34 62.86 1,646,058,000 159,667,000 9.70 1,243,547 0.08 9.62 31,089,000 4.00 
9 53.54 68.57 3,706,430 797,974 21.53 227,974 6.15 15.38 3,335,230 6.84 
10 65.34 74.29 17,622,813 2,576,154 14.62 1,226,154 6.96 7.66 12,615,002 9.72 
11 57.05 77.14 106,967,082 14,874,095 13.91 5,499,937 5.14 8.76 97,722,949 5.63 
12 57.81 97.14 19,909,440 1,058,970 5.32 1,019,970 5.12 0.20 2,800,500 36.42 
13 59.56 82.86 3,744,620 220,590 5.89 198,590 5.30 0.59 1,996,753 9.95 
14 59.78 68.57 344,300,000 132,840,763 38.58 8,638,000 2.51 36.07 107,494,763 8.04 
15 56.55 60.00 782,739,254 50,923,000 6.51 17,805,985 2.27 4.23 186,055,554 9.57 
16 47.32 68.57 1,247,910 150,642 12.07 100,642 8.06 4.01 1,140,270 8.83 
17 62.79 85.71 3,119,192 298,100 9.56 158,235 5.07 4.48 1,449,331 10.92 
18 54.72 82.86 1,431,005,272 418,355,789 29.24 43,475,767 3.04 26.20 132,584,007 32.79 
19 49.44 82.86 184,301 10,147 5.51 10,147 5.51 0.00 277,263 3.66 
20 53.63 71.43 588,897,000 27,894,000 4.74 458,000 0.08 4.66 18,143,000 2.52 
21 47.54 82.86 880,005,255 55,560,068 6.31 7,746,089 0.88 5.43 148,835,610 5.20 
22 56.32 77.14 0 - - - - - 
23 50.61 68.57 52,504,773 3,308,669 6.30 3,308,669 6.30 0.00 50,197,840 6.59 
24 53.37 85.71 2,272,591 182,170 8.02 156,170 6.87 1.14 1,870,216 8.35 
25 56.72 77.14 148,050 23,340 15.76 9,816 6.63 9.13 99,350 9.88 
26 50.86 74.29 120,842,366 18,657,082 15.44 8,345,963 6.91 8.53 23,486,017 35.54 
27 44.36 88.57 63,618,716 2,364,941 3.72 918,707 1.44 2.27 7,127,970 12.89 
28 48.33 68.57 2,486,148,000 124,824,000 5.02 74,869,000 3.01 2.01 323,618,000 23.13 
29 53.78 85.71 117,442,058 46,815,532 39.86 36,914,774 31.43 8.43 58,174,521 63.46 
30 52.29 48.57 947,075,797 55,805,433 5.89 15,508,082 1.64 4.25 48,584,485 31.92 
31 53.00 77.14 9,974,932 2,037,518 20.43 -795,979 -7.98 28.41 12,852,287 -6.19 
32 48.18 60.00 1,153,949,000 261,416,000 22.65 18,643,577 1.62 21.04 88,062,785 21.17 
33 49.73 37.14 1,312,994,425 178,384,476 13.59 44,448,418 3.39 10.20 392,351,950 11.33 
34 56.36 60.00 1,183,812,975 193,093,676 16.31 21,882,638 1.85 14.46 164,230,727 13.32 
35 59.51 68.57 6014915 1586460 26.38 384369 6.39 19.99 3432591 11.20 
Company's account based on turnover Company's account based on  
ROCE 
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A B C  D E F G H I J 
36 47.76 88.57 1,412,130 133,934 9.48 97,934 6.94 2.55 1,164,894 8.41 
37 59.14 85.71 207,745,949 18,930,900 9.11 10,930,900 5.26 3.85 157,332,757 6.95 
38 52.21 74.29 8,295,919 707,541 8.53 679,545 8.19 0.34 5,843,832 11.63 
39 51.92 85.71 8,400,000 -350,000 -4.17 -273,000 -3.25 0.92 8,400,000 -3.25 
40 58.64 82.86 431,170,331 45,873,000 10.64 9,740,882 2.26 8.38 27,485,000 35.44 
41 44.89 71.43 826,841 60,770 7.35 55,070 6.66 0.69 630,928 8.73 
42 49.52 94.29 812,962,478 10,934,383 1.35 6,433,993 0.79 0.55 14,924,992 43.11 
43 54.12 77.14 1,214,050,560 352,797,245 29.06 14,281,676 1.18 27.88 95,214,671 15.00 
44 60.47 68.57 906,998,000 146,708,000 16.18 44,950,088 4.96 11.22 82,922,000 54.21 
45 52.50 85.71 70,153,430 5,174,201 7.38 3,364,201 4.80 2.58 47,153,430 7.13 
46 52.71 74.29 699,834,000 59,956,000 8.57 1,576,000 0.23 8.34 83,112,000 1.90 
47 55.42 65.71 804,948,000 76,535,000 9.51 33,505,000 4.16 5.35 144,608,000 23.17 
48 56.05 40.00 861,159,000 109,660,000 12.73 6,143,000 0.71 12.02 17,370,000 35.37 
49 50.06 82.86 9,799,880 1,187,970 12.12 647,970 6.61 5.51 6,619,880 9.79 
50 53.06 68.57 17,809,066 1,442,048 8.10 886,048 4.98 3.12 16,109,066 5.50 
51 54.70 65.71 6,155,859 201,350 3.27 201,350 3.27 0.00 6,155,859 3.27 
52 50.19 65.71 842,728,010 10,485,600 1.24 8,919,600 1.06 0.19 317,764,288 2.81 
53 54.17 60.00 165,274 4,889 2.96 4,330 2.62 0.34 1,962,300 0.22 
54 50.58 80.00 959,077,000 63,789,000 6.65 9,341,000 0.97 5.68 134,713,000 6.93 
55 60.53 82.86 855,544,452 72,664,445 8.49 8,780,770 1.03 7.47 109,004,000 8.06 
56 52.37 71.43 11,734,604 632,341 5.39 144,508 1.23 4.16 3,312,558 4.36 
57 59.87 71.43 1,231,212,000 425,804,000 34.58 3,452,000 0.28 34.30 139,527,771 2.47 
58 59.60 80.00 10,100,255 351,708 3.48 -289,809 -2.87 6.35 2,690,802 -10.77 
59 50.78 74.29 17,980 703 3.91 453 2.52 1.39 1,071,980 0.04 
60 55.75 82.86 688,721,241 176,748,000 25.66 7,206,005 1.05 24.62 48,700,000 14.80 
61 58.65 80.00 805,004,534 52,670,320 6.54 3,537,066 0.44 6.10 36,108,468 9.80 
62 53.76 65.71 145,891,852 76,173,361 52.21 26,371,535 18.08 34.14 110,874,753 23.78 
63 57.50 80.00 56,288,940 16,306,332 28.97 8,909,449 15.83 13.14 55,165,563 16.15 
64 64.61 80.00 105,672,761 25,505,442 24.14 -14,108 -0.01 24.15 2,292,827 -0.62 
65 59.84 85.71 160,817,526 32,774,376 20.38 5,286,721 3.29 17.09 28,656,054 18.45 
66 54.52 62.86 16,118,459 143,291 0.89 1,378 0.01 0.88 22,098 6.24 
67 55.71 54.29 9,349,508 430,754 4.61 224,929 2.41 2.20 2,797,218 8.04 
68 49.70 82.86 493,084,000 114,076,000 23.14 13,250,000 2.69 20.45 93,212,220 14.21 
69 53.22 71.43 22,292,970 2,450,228 10.99 1,427,228 6.40 4.59 14,292,970 9.99 
70 53.62 80.00 250,699,311 30,544,399 12.18 12,384,493 4.94 7.24 42,252,113 29.31 
71 56.22 85.71 3,574,809 318,133 8.90 274,133 7.67 1.23 3,135,809 8.74 
72 57.18 74.29 5,150,450 32,800 0.64 21,800 0.42 0.21 5,150,450 0.42 
73 58.30 77.14 278,955 37,560 13.46 18,670 6.69 6.77 258,955 7.21 
74 63.79 65.71 475,938 45,182 9.49 40,690 8.55 0.94 240,729 16.90 
75 57.67 31.43 1,500,308 94,708 6.31 89,700 5.98 0.33 1,193,443 7.52 
76 61.14 62.86 36,052,370 12,961,415 35.95 1,069,081 2.97 32.99 8,892,545 12.02 
77 49.91 68.57 43,111,749 6,455,270 14.97 481,146 1.12 13.86 3,683,131 13.06 
Total - 26,928,829,131 3,760,989,471 - 591,163,334 - - 4,068,088,683 - 
Mean  54.38 73.91 12.64 3.84 12.67 
  
Company No. 
%  
commitment  
to health  
and safety  
(Q1 to Q55) 
% measure on  
whether  
commitment to  
H&S bring about  
economic  
advantage to a  
company           
Total company's  
turnover over 5  
years 
Total  
company's  
gross profit  
over 5 years 
Average  
company's  
profit margin  
over 5 years  
based on  
gross profit  
(D/C*100) 
Total  
company's  
operating  
profit over 5  
years 
Average  
company's  
profit margin  
over 5 years  
based on  
operating profit  
(F/C*100) 
Difference  
between  
average  
company's  
gross profit   
and operating  
profit (E -G)  
Total  
company's  
Shareholders'  
equity for 5  
years 
Average  
companies  
profit over 5  
years based  
on ROCE  
(F/I*100) 
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Table 5.7.1a column G show a summary of average company’s profit margins based on 
operating profit, over a period of five years; with the difference between gross profit and 
operating shown in table 5.7.1a column H. Certainly, the difference between a 
company’s gross profit margin and operating profit margins recorded in column H is as a 
result of statutory and other compulsory deductions from a company’s gross profit. Table 
5.7.1c show descriptive statistic and analysis of companies’ profit margin based on 
operating profit, with a mean score 3.84% recorded. 
 
 Table 5.7.1b: Descriptive statistics of companies’ gross profit/turnover  
  N Range Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Variance 
Variables 77 56.38 -4.17 52.21 12.64 10.67 114.06 
                
 
  Table 5.7.1c: Descriptive statistics of companies’ operating profit / turnover 
  N Range Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Variance 
Variables 77 44.07 -12.64 31.43 3.84 5.21 27.14 
 
The mean score of 3.84 in table 5.7.1c appears to reflect the average profit margin for 
which the construction industry is known.  Wright (2013) argue that ‘profit margins can 
fluctuate significantly in cyclical industries like construction; on average construction 
contractors’ profit margins usually stagger  in the region of 3.50  – 7.00%’. Moreover, a 
snapshot of the companies average profit margin data show that contractors providing 
services and other specialist works such as mechanical and electrical services, general 
supplies, asbestos removal services, demolition services and property development 
companies appears to have a higher profit margin in the region of 10 - 15% compared to 
main construction contractors with average profit margin in the region of 3 - 7%.  
 
5.7.2 Profit margin based on return on capital employed (ROCE) 
 
Table 5.7.2 column J show a summary of construction SMEs companies’ profit 
expressed in percentage; measured based on returns on a company’s capital employed. 
The decision to consider company’s profit margin analysis based on ROCE is to better 
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understand how profit margin of construction organisations behaves in relation to 
shareholders’ funds and long term debts. In addition, ROCE helps shed light on how 
shareholders understand companies’ performance in terms of overall return on capital 
employed. Many financial analysts deem ROCE profitability measurement as a 
comprehensive profit margin indicator used for external purposes; because it considers 
factoring debt and other unforeseen deductions into a company's total capital; as such it 
helps shareholders to understand how well a company’s management is using the debt 
and equity it has at its disposal (Bloomberg Business Week, 2011).   
 
 Table 5.7.2: Descriptive statistics of companies’ profit margin based on ROCE 
  N Range Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Variance 
Variables 77 74.23 -10.77 63.46 12.67 13.01 169.19 
 
Statistically, the range between minimum and maximum profit margins data based on 
ROCE in table 5.7.2 is wider compared to companies’ profit margin analysis based on 
gross / turnover and operating profit / turnover. Perhaps, the wider range may have 
been influenced by deficits recorded in the use of this accounting method.  Arguably, the 
difference between the maximum and minimum mean scores indicates a wider 
fluctuation, given that lots of variables influence ROCE. Moreover, the mean profit 
margins score of 12.67% in table 5.7.2 seems to be higher than the industry average 
profit margin. Most critics do not consider ROCE a good measure of company’s 
profitability; especially when comparing a company’s financial performance with factors 
(such as company’s corporate social responsibility and commitment to health and 
safety) that are not directly linked to production (Coombs, et al., 2005). Holmes et al. 
(2008) argued that ROCE is widely used for external purposes, and the ratio can have 
serious problem when used for internal accounting analysis because of: 
● the different ways companies define capital employed; 
● the huge amounts of purchased goodwill that companies write off; 
● the difference in the way companies allocate central overheads, exceptional items 
costs and other finance costs. 
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Apart from the three accounting methods employed in the analyses of companies’ profit 
margin; table 5.7.1a also show are summary of percentage commitment to health and 
safety best practice measure (column B) to be 54.48% for statements covering Q1 to 
Q55; and percentage measure of participant’s view on whether commitment to health 
and safety brings about economic advantage (column C) to be 73.91% for statements 
covering Q56 to Q62. Typically, the measure of 73.91% show that participants strongly 
agree that commitment to health and safety best practice does influence financial 
performance of organisations. Though, the average measure of 54.48% may be 
considered good SMEs’ commitment to health and safety best practice; there is a need 
to subject the data to further correlation analysis to determine the degree of association 
with companies’ profit margins. 
 
5.7.3 Correlation analysis  
 
Statistically, Pearson’s ( ) and Spearman’s (rho) correlation analyses are the common 
and most widely used correlation coefficients; employed to determine degree of 
association between relationships. The main difference between these correlation 
methods is that Pearson’s correlation is parametric and benchmarks linear relationship 
while Spearman’s is non-parametric and benchmarks monotonic relationships (Chen 
and Popovich, 2002 pp. 22 - 31). Moreover, Pearson’s correlation is most appropriate for 
normally distributed data and measurements taken from an interval scale. On the other 
hand, Spearman’s correlation is more appropriate for non-normally distributed (attribute 
data) and measurements taken from ordinal scale (Bandat and Piersol, 2010 pp. 109 - 
120). However, there is a need for a statistical test in order to determine which 
correlation analysis that will be most appropriate for the study set of data (Sutton, et al., 
2009). First the data in tables 5.7.1a were subjected to SPSS scatter diagrams (see 
figures 5.7.3a, b and c) in order to determine the linearity and distribution characteristics 
of the paired data.  
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Figure 5.7.3a: Scatter chart comparing values of percentage commitment to health and  
safety (x - axis) with average company’s profit margin based on gross profit / turnover (y – axis).   
 
  
Table 5.7.3a shows SPSS produced Spearman’s / Pearson’s correlation coefficients 
concerning percentage commitment to health and safety best practice and percentage 
average company’s profit margins based on gross profit / turnovers values. The 
correlation coefficient shows a weak monotonic relationship between the variables; with 
Spearman’s rho = 0.28, n = 77, p < 0.01 and Spearman’s rho = 0.26, n = 71, p < 0.01 
and Pearson’s ( ) = 0.26, n = 77, p < 0.01 and Pearson’s ( )  = 0.22, n = 71, p < 
0.01.  Note: n = 77 incomplete or including missing companies’ account data and n = 71 
complete companies’ account data. Please, refer to table 5.7.3e for interpretation of 
correlation coefficient.  
 
Table 5.7.3a: Spearman’s and Pearson’s correlation coefficients of percentage commitment to 
safety and percentage company’s profit margins based on gross profit 
 
Spearman's (rho) 
Correlation Coefficient 0.28
**
 0.26** 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.00 0.00 
N 77 71 
Pearson ( ) 
Correlation Coefficient 0.26
**
 0.22** 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.00 0.00 
N 77 71 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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The scatter diagram represented in figure 5.7.3b show the relationship between 
percentage commitment to health and safety and average company’s profit margin 
based on operating profit / turnover. 
 
     
Figure 5.7.3b: Scatter chart comparing values of percentage commitment to health and safety (x - 
axis) with average company’s profit margin based on operating profit / turnover (y – axis).  
 
 
Table 5.7.3b shows SPSS produced spearman’s / Pearson’s correlation coefficients 
concerning percentage commitment to health and safety best practice and percentage 
average company’s profit margins based on operating profit / turnover values. The 
correlation coefficient shows very weak negative monotonic relationship between the 
relationship; with Spearman’s rho = - 0.05, n = 77, p < 0.01 and Spearman’s rho = - 0.06,   
n = 71, p < 0.01 and Pearson’s ( ) = 0.03, n = 77, p < 0.01 and Pearson’s ( )  = 0.04, n 
= 71, p < 0.01. 
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Table 5.7.3b: Spearman’s and Pearson’s correlation coefficients of percentage commitment to 
safety and percentage company’s profit margins based on operating profit 
 
Spearman's (rho) 
Correlation Coefficient - 0.05
**
 - 0.06
**
 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.00 0.00 
N 77 71 
Pearson ( ) 
Correlation Coefficient - 0.03
**
 - 0.04
**
 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.00 0.00 
N 77 71 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
Similarly, figure 5.7.3c illustrates the relationship between percentage commitment to 
health and safety and average company’s profit margin based on ROCE. 
 
             
Figure 5.7.3c: Scatter chart comparing values of percentage commitment to health and safety (x - 
axis) with average company’s profit margin based on ROCE (y – axis)  
 
Table 5.7.3c shows SPSS produced Spearman’s / Pearson’s correlation coefficients 
between percentage commitment to health and safety best practice and percentage 
average company’s profit margins based on ROCE. The correlation coefficient shows a 
very weak monotonic relationship between commitment to health and safety and 
company’s profit margin with Spearman’s rho = 0.05, n = 77, p < 0.01 and Spearman’s 
rho = 0.04, n = 71, p < 0.01 and Pearson’s ( ) = 0.18, n = 77, p < 0.01 and Pearson’s (
)  = 0.11, n = 71, p < 0.01.  
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 Table 5.7.3c: Spearman’s and Pearson’s correlation coefficient of commitment to safety  and 
 company’s profit margin based on ROCE 
 
Spearman's rho 
Correlation Coefficient 0.05
**
 0.04
**
 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.00 0.00 
N 77 71 
Pearson ( ) 
Correlation Coefficient  0.18
**
 0.11
**
 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.00 0.00 
N 77 71 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
 
Ultimately, the data under analyses are attribute data and the distribution and behaviour 
of the scatter diagrams in figures 5.7.3 (a, b and c) show that an increase in percentage 
commitment to health and safety does not monotonically increase or decrease a 
company’s profit margin. Moreover, the behaviour of the data also shows that they are 
not normally distributed. Therefore, Spearman’s correlation values are considered 
appropriate for the study analysis. However, the correlation coefficients n = 77 and n = 
71 show that there is no significant difference between companies’ profit margins 
analyses based on complete and incomplete companies’ account details.  
 
The study also computed correlation coefficients of each statement against the total 
percentage scores for each category, as shown in table 5.7.4d.  
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 Table 5.7.4d: correlation coefficient of score to each statement against percentage score of   
 each category 
 
                       
 
The correlation coefficients shows that on average company’s policy has the lowest 
correlation coefficient 0.20, followed by organisations commitment to health and safety 
0.21, direct commitment influence 0.44 and the measure on whether commitment to 
health and safety brings about economic advantages 0.56. The correlation coefficients 
show a weak relationship between each statement against percentage score of each 
category except for the last category Q56 to Q62 that show a moderate relationship. 
 
Note, the interpretation of Spearman’s / Pearson’s correlation coefficients and statistical 
significance refer to as p – value used above are based on Higgins (2003) correlation 
coefficient table in his work ‘many faces to correlation coefficient’ as illustrated in table 
5.7.3e.  
 
                 Table 5.7.3e: Interpretation of correlation coefficient (Higgins 2003) 
+ ve  -ve relationship 
0.00 - 0.19 - 0.00 - 0.19 very weak relationship  
0.20 - 0.39 - 0.20 - 0.39 weak relationship  
0.40 - 0.59 - 0.40 - 0.59 moderate relationship  
0.60 - 0.79 - 0.60 - 0.79 strong relationship  
0.80 - 1.00 - 0.80 - 1.00 very weak relationship  
Q1 0.28 Q11 0.22 Q32 0.45 Q56 0.52 
Q2 0.45 Q12 0.31 Q33 0.37 Q57 0.68 
Q3 0.55 Q13 -0.02 Q34 0.08 Q58 0.61 
Q4 0.08 Q14 0.15 Q35 0.41 Q59 0.60 
Q5 0.32 Q15 0.09 Q36 0.25 Q60 0.68 
Q6 0.53 Q16 0.12 Q37 0.34 Q61 0.55 
Q7 0.62 Q17 0.25 Q38 0.14 Q62 0.51 
Q8 0.52 Q18 0.09 Q39 0.21 mean 0.59 
Q9 0.58 Q19 0.10 Q40 -0.08 
Q10 0.43 Q20 -0.01 Q41 0.03 
mean 0.44 Q21 0.32 Q42 0.43 
Q22 0.31 Q43 0.34 
Q23 0.13 Q44 -0.03 
Q24 0.51 Q45 0.18 
Q25 0.41 Q46 0.45 
Q26 0.15 Q47 0.06 
Q27 0.31 Q48 0.29 
Q28 0.17 Q49 0.18 
Q29 0.17 Q50 0.08 
Q30 0.34 Q51 0.08 
Q31 0.31 Q52 0.12 
mean 0.21 Q53 0.23 
Q54 -0.07 
Q55 0.26 
mean 0.20 
Direct level  
influence Q1 -  
Q10 
Organisational  
level influence  
Q11 - Q31 
Company's  
policy level  
influence Q32 -  
Q55 
Commitment to  
safety verses  
economic  
advantage      
Q56 - Q62 
Correlation coefficient 
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5.7.4 Analysis of ‘exceptional items’ - cost of remedying unsafe acts  
 
With reference to fluctuations in companies’ profit margins noticed in tables 5.7.1a, 
further analysis were carried out as part of study objective three; this time emphasis 
were placed on companies that witnessed sharp decline in their profit margins, 
high/unusual overhead deduction and those trading at deficits. The analysis in this 
section also covered period five years period; in order to properly understand how 
exceptional item costs (remedial cost of safety) influences the profit margin of 
construction SMEs. Moreover, the five years range is considered because the data were 
available and is in line with HSE average standard of reporting health and safety 
statistics.  
 
First, the profit and loss accounts of 77 companies’ involved in the study were examined; 
then companies that recorded ‘exceptional items’ costs, high/unusual overhead 
deductions leading to deficits and sharp decline in annual profits between the years 
2007 to 2012 were considered for further analysis. Companies’ profit analyses based on 
ROCE, in table 5.7.1a column K were considered in this section; because its measures 
of profitability help show how well a company is utilising its capital to generate profit 
(Bloomberg BusinessWeek, 2011).  In addition, ROCE takes account of unforeseen 
deduction in the calculation of company’s profit, in order to present detail financial 
performance to shareholders.  
 
Table 5.7.4 show a summary of 23 out of 77 companies representing 29.89% observed 
to have recorded ‘exceptional items’ costs, high/unusual overhead deductions and most 
of the companies were trading in deficits. Afterwards, online search of HSE prosecution 
database were conducted; to corroborate if the 23 companies in this category were 
prosecuted for unsafe acts between 2007 and 2012. The online search conducted show 
that 13 out of 23 companies representing 56.52% were prosecuted at different times for 
various unsafe acts, fined and in some cases SMEs company’s directors were 
imprisoned. See appendix G for list of companies prosecuted under this section 
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Table 5.7.4 shows tabulation of companies observed to have ‘exceptional items cost’ 
deduction, high/unusual overhead deductions and possibly trading in deficits. Apart from 
the 13 construction SMEs’ companies prosecuted by HSE for unsafe acts; the online 
search also revealed that three other firms (companies 21, 29 and 42 in table 5.7.4) 
were fined by the Office of Fair Trading (OFT) and these fines seem to have serious 
negative consequence on the profit margins trends of these companies. Unfortunately, 
there were no further information from the online search as to why the other companies 
recorded ‘exceptional items cost’ in their profit/loss account statements.  
 
Table 5.7.4: Analyses of company’s accounts with ‘exceptional items’ costs 
 
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.7.4 shows behaviour of the 13 SMEs companies’ profit margins in relation to 
exceptional cost items; in an attempt to establish a relationship between exceptional 
item cost and its effect on the profit margins of organisations.  
 
S/No. Companies 
investigated 
Return on capital employed (ROCE) Mean  
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
1 Company 6* 0.22 5.93 0.72 0.74 1.24 2.88 1.95 
2 Company 8* 8.40 15.85 18.01 21.97 13.81 20.41 16.41 
3 Company 11* 3.22 2.59 -1.79 -7.42 -1.55 -1.50 -1.08 
4 Company 14* -0.27 23.28 -28.95 -9.91 10.06 5.44 -0.06 
5 Company 18* 33.86 -12.13 14.58 10.40 7.69 5.04 9.91 
6 Company 20 11.72 16.72 3.82 10.20 26.59 0.76 11.63 
7 Company 21 3.02 11.11 -1.46 -4.65 -0.39 2.96 1.76 
8 Company 26 6.13 11.30 8.31 -8.67 8.79 4.54 5.07 
9 Company 28* 3.89 5.93 10.34 9.45 1.36 6.22 6.20 
10 Company 29 16.00 -11.16 -5.63 -32.73 7.44 10.47 -2.60 
11 Company 30* 44.86 46.20 -10.54 3.47 24.47 14.86 20.55 
12 Company 31 -23.33 -3.49 -5.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 -5.32 
13 Company 32* 33.84 30.63 15.74 18.69 -3.79 8.79 17.32 
14 Company 33* 35.96 32.77 -3.92 -4.05 -18.07 -11.37 5.22 
15 Company 35 17.52 93.22 73.44 -2.57 -21.02 -2.98 26.27 
16 Company 39* 4.46 3.98 2.67 5.84 -1.19 2.69 3.08 
17 Company 42 -2.26 4.59 -13.86 3.74 -12.96 9.52 -1.87 
18 Company 43* 15.52 -6.61 31.61 22.88 15.69 8.85 14.66 
19 Company 52 8.11 -17.47 -19.97 -5.03 -6.06 6.66 -5.63 
20 Company 56* 8.71 3.12 2.44 1.27 1.63 2.30 3.25 
21 Company 60 9.84 42.00 14.30 -0.28 9.07 10.07 14.17 
22 Company 61 0.92 -2.42 -2.52 1.16 0.77 0.66 -0.24 
23 Company 68* 37.06 47.34 11.45 41.19 -6.42 6.69 22.89 
Mean 12.06 14.93 4.94 3.29 2.49 4.95 7.11 
           Asterisk ‘* = Companies that recorded exceptional cost items 
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Online searches conducted show that, the 13 companies that recorded exceptional cost 
items (denoted with asterisk * in table 5.7.4) were prosecuted, fined and in some cases 
company’s managing directors were imprisoned for various health and safety breaches. 
Please see appendix G for full details of companies’ categories and prosecutions 
details. A common deduction based on observation from the online searches conducted 
reveals that the13 companies with exceptional item costs were involved in serious 
adverse health and safety incidents in preceding year(s) before the item ‘exceptional 
cost’ occurred in their profit/loss accounts. 
 
For example, company 6 in figure 5.7.4 (see appendix H) was prosecuted for unsafe act, 
relating to breaching regulation 22(1) (a) Construction (Design and Management) 
Regulations 2007. The nature of offence according to HSE archive data, involves a fatal 
accident relating to fall from height in the year 2008 and the company were prosecuted 
and fined £70,690 in the January, 2009. The company’s profit/loss account ending 
March, 2009 recorded exceptional cost item of £136,000 resulting in significant drop in 
the company’s profit margin in 2009. The scenario of company 6 is comparable to the 12 
companies.   
 
Another, significant and common observation regarding the13 companies under 
consideration are that the amount recorded as ‘exceptional item costs’ in the company’s 
profit/loss accounts are well above the prosecution/fine incurred by these companies, as 
cited in the example of company 6 above. Secondly, the study also observed similar or 
comparable decrease in the 13 company’s profit margins, whenever exceptional item 
cost is recorded or following prosecution/fine for unsafe acts. Arguably, the behaviour of 
figure 5.7.4 also portrays that exceptional cost item (resulting from prosecution/fine for 
unsafe act) have the tendency to cause latent effect to a company’s profit margin. For 
example, a common trend noticed among the 13 companies in figure 5.7.4 shows that 
the year(s) succeeding the period of exceptional item cost usually struggle to show 
appreciable profit margin.    
 
Perhaps, what is not clear about figure 5.7.4 and the behaviour of these companies’ 
profit margin in relation to exceptional cost items is that considering the timing of the 
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study other economic factors are likely to influence the upward or downward trends that 
characterise these company’s profit margins.    
 
5.8 Results and findings                       
 
Findings from this chapter demonstrate that most senior practitioners in managerial and 
supervisor cadre in the construction industry are qualified up to HNC, HND, BTEC and 
first degrees levels. In addition to educational qualification, the study reveals that the 
industry is heavily dominated by male specialists with most practitioners not affiliated to 
recognised professional bodies within the field of construction. On the subject of types of 
contracts frequently in use; the study findings show that JCT form of contracts are the 
most commonly used followed by NEC family of contracts.  
  
Table 5.8 provides a summary of the study hypotheses based on findings from empirical 
data analysis.  
 
Table 5.8: Summary of hypotheses and empirical results  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In terms of measurement of commitment to health and safety the study measured direct 
commitment to health and safety to be 2.79 corresponding to 57.59%, followed by policy 
of organisation toward health and safety with a score of 2.66 representing 53.28% and 
    Alternative 
Hypotheses (H) 
Support data 
Result/findings 
    References to analysis  
H1 Commitment to 
health and safety 
best practice 
influences the 
profitability of 
construction SMEs. 
Table 5.7(a) figures 5.2(a, b 
and c) show that there is no 
substantial proof that an 
increase in commitment to 
health and safety influences 
an increase in profitability 
The null hypothesis 
(H1) cannot be 
rejected. Based on 
correlation 
coefficients 0.06 and 
0.13 respectively 
H2 A rise in costs of 
remedying unsafe 
acts will lead to a 
fall in the 
profitability of 
construction SMEs.  
Table 5.8(e), figure  5.3 
show that 'exceptional item' 
(resulting from costs of 
remedying unsafe acts) do 
lead to a decline in the profit 
margin of SMEs'  
Though not tested 
statistically, the null 
hypothesis (H2) is 
rejected  
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organisation commitment produced a score of 2.61 representing 52.07% respectively. 
Overall, the study measured SMEs average commitment to health and safety best 
practice to be 54.38% approximately. With reference to the study main objective figures 
5.4.4 (a and b), demonstrate that over two-third of participants agree or strongly agree 
that commitment to health and safety bring about economic advantages; and influence 
the productivity and profitability of construction companies by a measure of 73.91%.  
 
However, further analyses based on empirical data prove contrary; with the correlation 
analysis based on gross profit / turnover indicating a weak monotonic relationship. 
While, correlation analyses based operating profit / turnover and ROCE show very weak 
monotonic relationships between percentage commitment to health and safety and 
percentage average company’s profit margin. In all, the company’s profit analysis based 
on operating profit / turnover is used to appraise the study findings because it is the 
most appropriate company’s profit measure that reflect actual profit margin of a 
company.  
 
5.9 Summary   
 
This chapter demonstrates how data were tested by processing and analysing the raw 
data obtained through questionnaire. The first test carried out was the Mann-Whitney 
test - ANOVA and the results show that the different methods employed to collect the 
study data were representative; though the U value of some group were low. Then the 
profile of the participants were analysed with result indicating similar findings to existing 
construction literature. The internal reliability of the data were tested and the cronbach’s 
alpha ( ) coefficient of both raw and treated data show that the data were good enough 
to produce a robust analysis/result. In addition, the interrater agreement (Rwgs) and 
Intra correlation coefficient ICC (1) and ICC (2) of the data calculated from the pair’s 
data gave evidence for data aggregation.  
 
In all, the mean score for SMEs average percentage commitment to health and safety 
best practice calculated stood at 54.48%; a commitment level that is seen to be good, 
but not considered to be very good, excellent or outstanding. The correlation coefficient 
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between percentage commitment to health and safety best practice and companies’ 
percentage profit margins over five years based on gross profit / turnover indicates a 
weak positive (rho =  0.28) and based on operating profit / turnover a very weak 
negative (rho = – 0.05) monotonic relationships respectively. Also, the correlation 
coefficients based on ROCE gave very weak monotonic relationships between the pair 
data with (rho = 0.05). However, a high average score of 73.91% were recorded when 
the study participants’ views were sought on whether commitment to health and safety 
influences the productivity/profitability of organisations. The study also measured 
average operating profit margin of SMEs to be 3.84%; a percentage measure that reflect 
SMEs’ range of percentage margin currently obtainable in the construction industry.  
 
Furthermore, extra measures were taken to analysis ‘exceptional items’ deduction 
noticed in the course of analysing companies’ profit / loss account data obtained from 
Companies House. Findings reveal that most companies that were prosecuted for 
breaching health and safety rules (unsafe acts) recorded exceptional item cost in their 
profit/loss accounts; and these costs items (costs of remedying unsafe act) brings about 
a decline to construction SMEs’ profit margin. This means that there is relationship 
between exceptional cost items, cost of remedying unsafe acts and the profitability of 
organisations. The findings from this chapter and the next (chapter six) will be discussed 
in detail in chapter seven.   
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6.1 Introduction   
 
This chapter looks at the analysis based on qualitative data inquiry, in order to have an 
in-depth examination of the research problem, and to have full insight and first-hand 
information into how experienced practitioners in the construction industry (research 
participants) view health and safety practice in construction and commitment to safety 
best practice with reference to the profitability of construction organisations. First the 
chapter examines responses to interviews conducted to ascertain sample 
representativeness. Brief description of how the interviews data were collected, 
transcribed together and the structure of the interviews is then examined. A review and 
analyses of participants’ perceptions about various issues concerning construction 
management,  SMEs in construction,  commitment to health and safety best practice 
and SMEs rationale to health and safety duties and ethos is conducted. Subsequently, a 
summary of participants’ insight to SMEs commitment to safety best practice as it 
concerns the profitability of organisations is analysed using Nvivo 9 software. The 
results and findings were tabulated with graphical analyses of participants’ views about 
various issues raised in the course of the interviews presented and interpreted 
accordingly.    
 
6.2 Sample representativeness and participant’s profile 
 
The study interviews were conducted in two phases. The first sets of interviews were 
conducted to gather first-hand information from key practitioners in the industry 
concerning the study objectives. While, the second set of interviews conducted were 
directed at seeking external validity for the study findings. In the former set of interviews, 
thirty-two construction practitioners were contacted to participate in the qualitative 
(interview) inquiry. A response rate of 38% was achieved as illustrated in table 6.2. 
Among the participants that took part in the qualitative study, 33% were managing 
directors of various construction SMEs, 25% senior professionals from large companies, 
25% were from government representative bodies and 17% were academics. Most of 
the participants that took part in the interviews were mainly from the North West of 
England.  Apart from the face-to-face interviews that were conducted, informal 
discussions that is, personal observations from interactions and suggestions from senior 
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and middle management construction officers who declined to partake in face-to-face or 
formal interview were recorded on the researcher site visit jotter. The interviews 
conducted took place on construction sites, office of interviewees and in some cases 
special arrangement were made as to the place of meetings.    
 
                   Table 6.2: Category and number of participants interviewed 
  
SMEs Large 
construction 
firms 
Government 
bodies 
(Constructing 
Excellence and 
HSE) 
Academics 
Participants’   
positions 
Managing 
Director 
Senior 
construction 
managers, QS 
and senior site 
agents 
Executive Director 
of Constructing 
Excellence, 
Director of Health 
and Safety  
Olympic Delivery 
Authority (ODA 
2012) and HSE 
enforcement 
officers 
A professor and 
a senior lecturer 
in construction 
management 
Number of 
participant’s 
interviewed 
4 3 3 2 
 
6.2.1 Brief description of interview data  
 
Interviews were conducted with study interviewees. The conversations were recorded 
using a digital tape recorder. The interview discussions were later transcribed to ensure 
that all conversations are fully captured, readable and make sense to the aim and 
objectives of the study. 
 
6.2.2 Structure of interview and method of analysis 
 
A semi-structured interview approach was used (see appendix E for list of interview 
questions and sample of some interviews full transcripts), with a list of definitive 
questions and pre-prepared questions to enable the researcher to probe and ask the 
participants for more detail about the research problem (Farrell, 2011 p. 101 - 102). The 
transcribed data were subsequently analysed using Nvivo 9 software to filter and sort 
findings. The analysis started by coding of the data and it was done as an antecedent to 
examine rather than the analysis itself. The data coding was particularly important 
because it helped in the preparatory process; it was carried out independently on all 
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data sources due to varied nature of interviewees’ experience to the research topic or 
various accounts of the interviewees. After completing the coding, Nvivo 9 software was 
used to search for words from the data in relation to the aim and objectives of the study 
(Silverman, 2001). This approach ensured that, multiple repeated passes were 
observed; thereby resulting in high rate of keywords, terms, ideas and phrases recorded. 
Electronic-copies of the interview data in Nvivo 9 software were used throughout the 
analysis as a tool to store, compare, reclaim data and scrutinise variables or coded 
themes.  
 
All together, the entire methodological process was driven by inclusiveness of keywords, 
terms, phrases, ideas, concepts, themes and topics surrounding the study aim and 
objectives to enhance reliability and validity. For clarity, understanding and spontaneity 
of interaction between the researcher and the interviewees, some textual contents were 
trimmed from the transcript and presented to enhance readers’ understanding of 
findings. 
 
6.3 Qualitative findings 
 
The data analysis identified a host of health and safety issues ranging from general 
commitment to health and safety in the construction industry, SMEs safety performance, 
empathy for health and safety best practice and interviewees’ perception on commitment 
to safety with regard to the profitability of construction organisations. Below are some 
key findings and tabulations of trimmed or extrapolated data from interviewees’ quotes: 
 
6.3.1 SMEs’ level of commitment to health and safety 
 
When participants were asked to describe SMEs’ level of commitment to health and 
safety; the response from participants indicated a commitment level that is perceived to 
be very good. Some statements are highlighted for understanding as follows:   
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‘It is actually difficult to measure commitment to health and safety, at 
 the same time I am not saying that small companies commitment  
 level is bad ... I think the industry has high safety standards’ (senior  
 health and safety officer – UK Olympic Delivery Authority, 2012). 
 ‘... within the UK, I think that commitment to safety is generally very 
  good’ (executive director of a government representative body). 
 
 
 ‘actually I see health and safety far from the bottom of the  
           industry. But, as a business ... we take health and safety seriously’ 
           (managing director of a small construction company). 
 
However, when participants were probed further about what they claim to be very good 
commitment to health and safety with reference to the chronic adverse safety incidents 
in the construction industry; it was discovered that, participants were in broad sense, 
referring to large construction companies’ safety performance. For instance, when 
participants were asked ‘if you say commitment level to health and safety or 
performance rate is very good in the industry, how would you correlate your response 
(very good) with safety statistics that portray the construction industry as one of the most 
dangerous industry in the UK, especially when on average, 48 people lost their lives 
annually since the year 2007?’  Participants’ responded thus: 
 
‘if we examine carefully safety statistics, we must accept that a lot 
still needs to be done by SMEs and micro companies in terms of  
commitment to health and safety, ... overall, I will say small  
companies’ level of commitment to safety is still good, but not  
excellent’ (construction manager - large construction company). 
 
 
 ‘If we are to generalise, I think the main contractors, I mean the  
 larger companies, seem to have better compliance picture, in terms 
           of health and safety compared to SMEs’ (senior site agent - large  
 construction company). 
 
Yet, most small company owners in construction whose commitment to health and 
safety is being questioned agree that that there is more to be done to improve health 
and safety performance within their sphere. For example, below are abstracts from 
interviews with a managing director of a small rendering company and a senior site 
agent of a medium roofing company.  
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  ‘I think safety in construction is still good ... irrespective of those 
  woeful safety statistics. Though, I must admit that there is still some    
systematic neglect for health and safety, especially by small  
 companies’ (managing director of a small rendering company). 
 
‘… of course large companies are more committed to safety,  
with low accident rates compared to SMEs … you should know  
that these companies have better resources … they say to  
whom much is given more is required; … money  
consideration is still an issue of concern to most SMEs’  
(senior site agent of a small roofing company). 
 
Table 6.3.1 illustrate a summary of key themes overall, in terms words flagged-up by 
Nvivo 9 from the transcribed data regarding interviewees’ views to SMEs’ level of 
commitment to health and safety best practice. Tables 6.3.1, 6.3.2 and 6.3.3 and 6.4 are 
products of Nivivo software search for key themes relating to the study topic and the 
number of times (frequency) the themes occurred in the interview data.  
 
Table 6.3.1: Key themes overall concerning SMEs’ level of commitment to health and safety 
Theme Frequency 
SMEs’ safety standards are good 3 
There are still some systematic neglect for health and safety 2 
Lack of understanding of what is expected of SMEs 7 
Large companies are more committed 8 
Consideration for safety is still an issue of concern among SMEs 7 
Large companies health and safety standards are far better 7 
No close monitoring of safety in most small companies 6 
SMEs’ level of compliance is very good 8 
Small companies are committed to safety  2 
SMEs need to improve health and safety standard 4 
 
6.3.2 SMEs’ impediments to health and safety best practice 
 
In addition, reasons were sought from interviewees as to why SMEs are more 
associated with the chronic accident history in construction especially as it concerns 
small companies’ predicament to attain high level of health and safety best practice. In 
order to identify SMEs limitations to attainment of safety best practice, participants were 
asked: what they think are SMEs’ impediments to achieving safety best practice in the 
construction industry? Participant’s responses to the question varied significantly, with 
explanations relating to SMEs’ characteristics, fragmented nature of the entire industry, 
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SMEs’ poor project costing culture, and so on. Some of the explanations proffered by 
participants are highlighted as follows: 
 
‘... I think the reason we have higher casualty rates in the construction 
 industry compared  to other industries is mainly because of the 
 procedures involved in the management of health and safety 
 in terms of construction site specific, which are quite different  
 from other industries’ (professor of construction management). 
 
‘Basically, the bulk of the health and safety problems in the  
construction industry can be traced to small companies; and the  
primary problem with SMEs is money’ (senior quantity surveyor,  
large construction company). 
              
‘I think the major influence is the pressure of finance on SMEs’  
(senior site agent of a large construction firm). 
 
‘I think cheaper prices involved in getting them (micro firms) and  
poor business evaluation analysis make smaller companies cut  
corners which are the non-adherence issues’ (managing director 
of a small construction company). 
 
‘Some (SMEs) may not be concerned with the reputation of their 
business; ... hmmm ..., I think the main issue is cost (money) ... 
           involved in providing health and safety as required – this may  
be SMEs’ main reason’ (government representative body). 
 
‘... we should know that managing health and safety requires  
upholding high set of standards; and could be quite expensive for  
SMEs in terms of management, materials, skills, and so on. Large  
firms definitely will be better off in providing good safety compare to 
smaller firms’ (professor of construction management). 
 
‘I know things are pretty difficult at the moment and some of these 
 smaller companies (for money reasons) will do anything to get a job,  
thereby putting themselves at risk in the course of executing their  
job’ (senior site agent of a large construction company). 
 
‘definitely there is that tendency for SMEs to negotiate work with  
clients who probably do not know that they have to include or  
make provision for health and safety and some small companies  
do not normally face up to such responsibility’ (senior health and  
safety officer - UK Olympic Delivery Authority, 2012). 
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Table 6.3.2: illustrates summary of analysis in terms of key themes, phrases or ideas 
regarding why SMEs find it difficult to attain high commitment level to health and safety 
best practice.  
 
Table 6.3.2: Key themes overall why SMEs find it difficult to attain high commitment level to health 
and safety best 
     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.3.3 Interviewees’ perceptions on commitment to safety as it concern the 
 profitability of companies 
 
The views of participants on whether commitment to health and safety influence the 
profitability of construction organisations were sought in order to have better 
understanding of the study aim and objectives. A substantial number of interviewees 
clearly struggled to provide a straightforward answer to the question. In general, the 
perceived views of participants when asked: ‘do you believe that commitment to health 
and safety best practice enhances the productivity/ profitability of construction 
organisations’ are highlighted as follows: 
 
 ‘No I don’t think it increases or decreases profitability’ (project 
 manager - medium construction company).  
 
‘I will say hmm, hmm ... health and safety will positively affect  
 profitability. Generally, I believe that companies with high  
commitment to health and safety will have healthier staff, good 
staff moral and better productivity and that will eventually lead to 
profitability’ (professor of construction management). 
 
Theme Frequency 
Cost of providing health and safety 5 
Poor negotiation skill 2 
SMEs hardly have provision for safety budget 1 
Pressure of finance 10 
Cheaper prices involved in getting them (small companies)  5 
Poor business evaluation analysis 2 
Lack of awareness of basic health and safety tenets 6 
Money 9 
Neglect for safety  7 
Unnecessary pressure/competition 4 
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‘... I can’t categorically say it increases or decreases profitability. ...  
only for the fact that you couldn’t for health and safety legislation  
ignore safety because a single adverse safety incident may make 
 you lose entire business empire’ (project manager - medium 
construction company).  
 
 ‘I think the question here … is if accident happens..., but if  
accident do not happen as an organisation we still have to spend  
these sort of money any way to ensure that we protect our staff  
and other in and around our sites to make sure accident do not  
happen. So, I will like to argue that if accident happens depending  
on the severity ...  the company will be obliged to spend more and  
that will affect our profit’ (construction manager -  large construction  
company). 
               
‘I am going to give you the UK Institute of Appointment Studies 
findings, who we commission to look at our health and safety  
programme … they carried out in specific term cost benefit analysis  
of the occupational hygiene work, the ill health prevention work and  
they have been able to demonstrate that in addition to reducing  
health and safety burden to the society, sickness and absence  
from work, costs to NHS, law firms and all that, they have been  
able to demonstrate that, in terms of getting the job done, and  
having a workforce that was fit to doing the job, that the ill health  
prevention programme that we introduce or operate has a return  
on investment that is very significant much more better than 10%  
which will be regarded as a normal good return on investment. In this  
case the return on investment was multiple on the investment’  
(senior health and safety officer – UK Olympic Delivery Authority, 2012).  
          
 ‘...  I do believe that safe working environment help prevent accidents, 
   and unsafe behaviour will lead to accidents and that will definitely  
 add-up to reduce profitability. But, hmmm ... as I said we work in safe  
 manner and we never had accidents and it does not add to our profit. 
 hmmm ..., I will like to argue that it does not add to profitability’  
 (managing director - small construction company). 
 
 ‘… hmmm,  I would say somehow there is relationship between  
profit of an organisation and managing health and safety well’ (senior  
quantity surveyor - large construction company).     
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 ‘… when we talk of profitability I always think of the iceberg effect. What  
 people see is the injuries or death when an accident happens. But the  
 iceberg effects go far beyond just injuries or death. If adverse  
 safety occurs as a site manager, I have to write reports, the cost of  
 treatment, supervision, cost of work stopped, penalties and so on; then 
 the fines and other unknown costs that go on top of that clearly show 
 iceberg effects. Some people just think is an injury, it really goes  
 beyond all that, Yes, yes ... from what I just said yes, the iceberg effects 
 have cumulative effects on profit. So if you prevent accidents and avoid  
 it from happening and other factors remain constant an organisation is 
  likely to make more profit. … hmmm, yeah, it does add to profitability if 
           health and safety is well managed’ (project manager - large construction  
 company). 
 
  ‘… hmmm, I do think that there is a correlation between commitment 
  to health and safety and profitability, because the person who works in 
    a safe manner, also work within conditions that will reduce defects,  
    reduce poor workmanship, hmmm … and other aspects that will infringe  
    on profitability. To me it comes down to lean construction, where you  
  think of the process of eliminating waste within the entire process. And  
  for me, accidents are just form of waste, not just numbers of how many 
   people were involved in accidents but the amount of money needed to  
  put things right or put things back in place if accidents happen. When  
  health and safety breaches happen it cost money, and so if you can  
  ensure that your workforce know what they are doing then you are  
  cutting all waste of all accidents that may be waiting to happen.  
  For instance, if a bricklayer couldn’t complete his work at the  
  beginning of a day’s job, for health and safety reasons ... half of  
  the whole day work will be lost or if other health and safety breaches  
  occurs, you know you have to get an ambulance all 
         this lead to waste of time and money. I do think that there is  
  correlation between health and safety and profitability. Companies 
      that are more health and safety conscious are more hmmm, hmmm,  
  I mean do have better chance of making some money’ (executive director 
   of government representative body). 
                      
The key themes captured by Nvivo 9 when participants’ were asked whether they 
believe commitment to health and safety influence the profitability of organisations are 
summarised in table 6.3.3 below. 
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Table 6.3.3: Key themes overall on whether commitment to health and safety influences the 
profitability of organisations. Summary: 7 positive (+), 2 neutral (0) and 1 negative (-) 
 
Theme Frequency 
+ It has a positive effect on profitability 3 
- Does not add to profitability 2 
+ Somehow there is a relationship 6 
+ I think the relationship is marginal  2 
+ It may lead to better chance of making some money 1 
0 I don’t know 2 
+ Yes, it does add to profitability 4 
+ It is linked to productivity and somehow to profitability 2 
+ In economic sense it should yield returns 3 
0 It does not increase or decrease company’s profit 2 
    
6.4 Perceived example of health and safety best practice 
 
To corroborate what constitutes health and safety best practice, interviewees were 
asked to identify or give some examples of health and safety best practice; and their 
perception on how such best practice contributes to health and safety performance 
within the construction industry.  The responses received gave an indication of key 
behavioural, organisational and company’s policy strategy aimed at maintaining or 
engaging specific health and safety activities.  For thorough understanding, some of the 
textual contents cited as examples of health and safety best practice by interviewees are 
detailed as follows: 
 
‘management that is watchful ... , keeping workplaces tidy, having a  
good first kit/team, promoting a well organised and discipline site  
are all examples of health and safety best practice’ (senior site  
agent of a large construction company). 
             
 ‘... to me best practice is employing best ways of working safely. ...  
 and it entails engaging qualified personnel and having their  
 qualifications verified. I mean competence of employees’ (executive  
director of government representative body).  
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 ‘... the use of visual aids or image to portray specific health and  
 safety messages. It is really simple and I will give a good example  
of it. If you move that table, and take a photo and move it back and  
take a photo. You do the same with the fire door that is blocked with  
a lot of rubbish and you have a fire door that is clean with easy access, 
   you do it with a work way on site, with proper delineation of signage,  
and may be a concrete block between you and a work way and you 
have another  work way with people just walking through with ease, 
no separation and no making. So all the time you are saying this is 
           good practice and this is bad practice’ (senior health and safety officer 
 - UK Olympic Delivery Authority, 2012).  
             
 ‘...common examples of health and safety best practice in our site that 
 will make sense to you are the provision of pin badges, enforcing the  
use of PPE and good reward systems in place for good safety practice 
and teaching your employees to always think of safety first before  
carrying out any job’ (construction manager in a large construction  
company).  
 
Table 6.4 shows a summary of mentioned key themes or words highlighted as examples 
of health and safety best practice by the study participants.  
 
Table 6.4: Key themes overall of participants perceived example of health and safety best practice 
Theme Frequency 
Regular/compulsory safety training  10 
Keeping the work place tidy 8 
Policing use of PPE and use of right equipment/tools 7 
Proper and thorough safety risk assessment  7 
Reward system for good safety practice 5 
Verification of employees safety qualifications 4 
Having a good first aid kit and team  4 
Promoting discipline site 2 
Consideration of safety in contract ward package 2 
Engaging competent personnel 1 
Use of safety visual image to convey safety message   1 
 
6.5 Presentation of results and findings 
 
Findings from the analyses of qualitative data shows similar patterns concerning: SMEs’ 
level of commitment to safety, hindrance to SMEs level of commitment to safety, detail 
narratives of what constitute health and safety best practice and interviewees’ step by 
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step account on whether commitment to health and safety influence the profitability of 
construction organisations.  
 
Findings from the interview data indicate that there are some notable differences and 
similarities to the quantitative analysis in preceding chapter. For example, most 
interviewees agree that SMEs’ commitment level to health and safety best practice is 
very good. In terms of search, the most flagged up themes and phrases by Nvivo 9, 
regarding SMEs level of commitment to safety are ‘SMEs’ level of commitment to safety 
is very good, but not excellent’ and ‘SMEs level of compliance is very good’ as illustrated 
in table 6. 3.1. The response ‘very good’ when corroborated with table 4.4 in chapter 
four, the measurement of commitment to health and safety table adapted from HELA 
(2009) shows that there is similarities between the study quantitative inquiry 
measurement of 53.66% level of commitment to safety by SMEs. However, most 
interviewees’ agree that a lot still needs to be done by SMEs and micro companies in 
terms of commitment to health and safety best practice.  
 
Another similarity between the qualitative and quantitative findings is that, all the 
examples of health and safety best practice cited by interviewees are in accordance with 
measured quantitative variables. On the other hand, the qualitative findings raised 
important issues that ordinarily would not have being captured by quantitative data. For 
example, the interview data highlighted impediments faced by most small companies’ in 
terms of attainment of outstanding safety best practice. Among the problems highlighted 
are: pressure of finance, money problems, lack of awareness and lack of poor business 
risk evaluation analysis by SMEs. Likewise, some interviewees’ indicated that large 
construction companies are more committed to health and safety compare to SMEs; and 
some reasons were proffered.  
 
Interestingly, the opinion of interviewees became divided when asked if they believe that 
commitment to health and safety influence the profitability of construction organisations. 
The response received show that there were no straightforward answers to the question. 
Further probes into the subject/question led to comparative responses. Though, majority 
of interviewees’ consent  that commitment to health and safety does influence the 
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profitability of construction organisations; in some cases participants related the 
question to ‘if accidents happen … yes it will definitely affect a company’s profit and if 
accident does not happen it may or may not affect profit’.  
 
Overall, the view highlighted by participants show that there is a relationship between 
commitment to health and safety and the profitability of organisations as illustrated in a 
radar chart in figure 6.5 for the reason that the views expressed by interviewees are 
multivariate opinions as such findings may be interpreted by comparison.  
                                                               
   
Figure 6.5: Multivariate opinions about commitment and the profitability of construction 
organisations  
   
6.6 Summary  
 
The main objective of this chapter is to gather first-hand information concerning the 
study theme from experienced professionals in the construction industry. The findings 
from the chapter confirm the quantitative inquiry; as such most findings made reference 
or comparison to preceding chapter. Apart from confirming the study quantitative 
findings, analysis from the chapter also revealed interesting results that ordinarily could 
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not have being achieved using quantitative means. In all, the results and findings from 
this chapter indicate support for the study quantitative outcome. The first analysis carried 
out, indicates that measurement of SMEs level of commitment to health and safety using 
qualitative and quantitative means are identical. Furthermore, the views expressed by 
interviewees on whether commitment to health and safety influence the profitability of a 
company gave a decisive conclusion that it does influence the profitability of 
construction organisations. Perhaps, responses proffered by interviewees when 
corroborated with findings in the quantitative analysis suggest that the measurement of 
commitment to health and safety is not straight forward especially when measured 
against the profitability of organisations. However, the implication of these findings and 
other issues are discussed in detail in chapter seven.  
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7.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter will discuss the overall findings from all phases of the study. It will also look 
at research contributions, presentation of study findings to research communities, 
implication for research and practice as well as limitations and future research 
directions. The main objective of the study is to determine whether organisations’ 
commitment to health and safety influences the profitability of construction 
organisations. Based on an analysis of existing literature and considering the unique 
characteristics and subjectivity of the phase ‘commitment to health and safety’; a key 
assumption was made. By inferring ‘commitment to health and safety’ to be a measure 
of ‘health and safety best practice’ (OSHA, 2009); due to difficulties in measuring 
commitment to health and safety and other theoretical arguments surrounding the world 
‘commitment’.  
 
Based on this consideration, the study presents a novel and systematic measurement of 
companies’ commitment to health and safety best practice and profitability. To have an 
in-depth understanding of the study themes, the study surveyed past literature to identify 
salient issues regarding SMEs’ health and safety best practice, developed a scale to 
statistically determine how to measure commitment to health and safety, and 
companies’ annual profit data were obtained from Companies House to determine the 
correlation between commitment to safety and the profit margin of companies.  
 
7.2 Research findings 
 
A common inference about the study literature is that there is genuine scepticism on 
whether commitment to health and safety boosts the profitability of construction 
organisations. Though, most literature argues that managing health and safety well have 
positive influence on the success of construction organisations (Waterman, 2012). 
Another, conspicuous finding about the study literature is that the word ‘investment in 
health and safety’ was commonly used by many writers to refer to dedicated attitude to 
upholding health and safety practice. McKinney (2002) argued that ‘commitment to 
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health and safety is without doubt, the most crucial investment that can be made; and 
the question is not what it costs, but what safety best practice saves for organisations’  
But, the study quantitative and qualitative findings reveals a host of issues relating to 
SMEs’ commitment to health and safety, the success of small construction businesses 
and other issues relating to the study themes.  
 
First, the study quantitative findings reveal that most practitioners doing business within 
construction in the capacity of middle and senior management role are mostly 
experienced and on average 73% are qualified up to NVQ level 1and 2, HNC, HND, 
BTEC Higher level and first degree levels. This finding appears to be at variance with 
the Construction Industry Training Board (CITB, 2002 p.9) report which claims that ‘the 
construction industry has 46% of all in employment qualified to NVQ level or its 
equivalent’. Perhaps, the suggestion from the study is that there is an increase in 
number of construction professionals acquiring qualification higher than NVQ since the 
CITB report of 2002. In fact, the study finding show that 63% of participants are qualified 
to HND and first degree level. In addition, the study shows that about 69% of SMEs 
practitioners do not belong to recognised construction professional bodies. Arguably, it 
seems affiliation to recognised professional bodies is not in vogue among most SME 
practitioners.  
 
Furthermore, the study learnt that JCT forms of contracts constitutes over two-third of 
standard forms of construction contracts currently in use within construction sector, 
followed by NEC family of contracts that constitute approximately 2 in every 25 contracts 
and ICE forms of contract forming 1 in every 12 contracts in use in the UK construction 
industry. These findings are consistent with RICS (2010 p.6) research findings which 
claims ‘88% of construction projects use the JCT’s family contracts, up from 79% in 
2007 and 78% in 2004’.   
 
In terms of the study set aim, objectives and for effective measurement of SMEs’ 
commitment to safety the entire themes regarding commitment were examined from four 
perspectives: (i) individual commitment to health and safety (direct level influence) were 
covered by questions 1 to 10, (ii) organisations’ commitment (organisational level 
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influence) covered by questions 11 to 31, (iii) policy of organisations towards health and 
safety practice (policy level influence) covered by questions 32 - 55 and (iv) 
measurement of perceived view of participants on whether commitment to health and 
safety boosts the productivity/profitability of organisations, and this were covered by 
questions 56 - 62. The study found that commitment at direct level commitments were 
higher when compared to SMEs organisations’ and companies’ policy commitment to 
health and safety best practice as illustrated in tables 5.4.1, 5.4.2 and 5.4.3. Overall the 
study observed (from the qualitative inquiry) that larger construction companies are 
more committed to health and safety compared to SMEs. The finding is in line with HSE 
(2009) emphasis that large companies are better in managing health and safety well; in 
terms of safety policy, compliance with safety tenets, reward system and monitoring of 
health and safety on site.  
 
Also the findings that construction SMEs’ organisation commitment to health and safety 
had the lowest mean score of 52.29% among the measured variables is in agreement 
with Arewa and Farrell (2013) assertion that ‘SMEs’ safety performance is usually 
hampered by a host of factors, but more significantly is the fact that most SMEs are 
bedevilled by potential organisational conflict between the pressure of generating 
income and protecting staff from occupational hazards’. Moreover, SMEs organisations 
‘often appear to be unaware of their safety legal obligations, they do not realise the 
dangers of poor safety practice, do not think about the benefits of good health and 
safety practice and have insufficient resource to devote to thorough health and safety 
risk assessment’ (McKinney, 2002). 
 
In all, the study identifies pressure of finance as a significant factor militating against 
SMEs’ commitment to health and safety best practice. But the most predictive factors 
identified as hindrance to SMEs’ commitment to safety were ‘money problems’ and 
‘pressure of finance’. Belief about awareness of basic health and safety tenets and 
cheaper prices involved in hiring small companies are also key predicators identified to 
be encumbering SMEs’ commitment to health and safety. The qualitative finding also 
highlighted that, SMEs are more likely to have clients that are not aware of provision for 
health and safety in bills of quantities.  
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However, the study quantitatively measured SMEs commitment to health and safety 
best practice to be 54.48%. But the key study hypothesis H1 to be tested state that an 
increase in percentage commitment to health and safety best practice (say from C1, C2 
and C3) lead to increase in the profitability (P1, P2 and P3) of organisations as 
exemplified in figure 7.2a.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7.2a: Graphical illustration of hypothesised relationship between commitment to safety and 
profit 
 
The study shows that the null hypothesis regarding H1 cannot be rejected; because the 
operating profit / turnover correlation coefficient gave very weak negative monotonic 
relationship between the relationship, with rho = - 0.05, n = 77, p < 0.01 and rho = - 
0.04,   n = 71, p < 0.01. 
 
First, SMEs’ profit data over five years obtained from Companies House show significant 
fluctuations of companies’ profits margins. The fluctuation noticed may help, understand 
the profit behaviour of wide variety of heterogeneous organisations within the study 
sample. It provides a framework for the analyses of construction companies’ profits, 
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categorisation of small construction companies in terms of profit margin and the analysis 
of correlation relationships between commitment to safety and the profitability of 
organisations. Apart from learning from the fluctuation behaviour noted in company’s 
profit margins, it is pertinent to note that factors such as recent economic recession and 
other economic dynamics are likely to contribute to the fluctuations noticed in the 
companies’ profit data.      
 
On the whole, the study learnt that the average profit margin (based on operating profit / 
turnover) for SMEs in construction is 3.84%. The finding is close to a recent BIS (2013) 
report titled ‘Trade credit in the UK construction industry: An empirical analysis of 
construction contractor financial positioning and performance’ which put the mean profit 
margin of construction industry in a range of 3.50 to 7.85%. An inspection of companies’ 
profit data obtained by the study, in terms of category show that contractors that provide 
services and other specialist works such as mechanical and electrical service provider, 
general supplies, asbestos removal contractors, demolition specialists contractors and 
speculative property development companies appears to have higher profit margin in the 
region of 10 - 15% compared to main construction contractors with an average profit 
margin in the region of 3.50 – 7.20%. These findings are consistent with BIS (2013) 
study that state that the percentage profit margins mean for first tier construction SMEs 
is in the region of 3.52 to 5.81% and is generally considered to be marginal.  
 
The study correlation analysis based on operating profit in table 5.7.3b (empirical data) 
gave a very weak negative relationship with Spearson’s correlation coefficient of - 0.05 
and Pearson’s correlation of - 0.03. The scattered diagrams with reference to figures 
5.7.3 (a, b and c) demonstrates that an increase in percentage commitment to health 
and safety (say from C1 to C3) does not essentially bring about an increase or decrease 
in percentage profitability (say from P1 to P3) as exemplified in figure 7.2a.  
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Figure 7.2b: Graphical illustrations of study findings regarding relationships between commitment 
to safety and profit. 
 
For clarity, and to enhance interpretation of study key objectives and hypothesis H1, 
figure 5.7.3 (b) is repeated as figure 7.2b to shows the relationship between commitment 
to health and safety and organisations’ profits based on company’s operating profit / 
turnover. The graph shows a monotonic relationship. This means that an increase in x - 
axis (say from 40.00% to 70% commitment to safety) does not significantly lead to 
increase or decrease in the y-axis percentage profit margins.  
 
Surprisingly, the view of most participants that took part in the quantitative study is that 
commitment to health and safety influences productivity/profitability of construction 
organisations as illustrated in figures 5.4.4 (a and b) and table 5.7.1a column C with a 
mean measure of 73.91%. This is quite a significant percentage, owing to the fact that 
the study participants are experienced construction professionals. In addition, the 
qualitative findings (interviews) support that commitment to health and safety influences 
the profitability of construction organisations. Though, the empirical data prove contrary 
as demonstrated in figure 7.2a. 
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Perhaps, possible arguments likely to stem from the variation in the study findings (that 
is, between the empirical data findings and qualitative inquiry) are: the profit analyses 
considered by the study (gross, operating profit / turnover and ROCE) are mostly for 
external use (for example shareholder analysis and for the purpose of companies’ 
loan/borrowing); and often comes with a high degree of inaccuracy when used for 
internal companies’ accounting purposes (Holmes, et al. 2008). Also, gross profit is not a 
true reflection or measure of a company’s financial performance, because it is not a true 
reflection of profit that a company requires for business purposes.  
 
On the other hand, it could be argued that it is inextricable and complex linking 
companies’ commitment to health and safety with the profitability of organisations; giving 
that, tracking and measuring real profit of organisations can be something difficult to 
prove.  Warshauer (2008) in an article ‘Contractor Profitability: Tracking Real Profit’ 
asserted that ‘unfortunately, many construction contractors … are not able to effectively 
measure their real profit on many jobs. In a business that is labour and material 
intensive, with razor-thin margins and innumerable variables, tracking real profit to a 
high degree of accuracy can be a fatal mistake. … moreover, tracking real profit in an 
industry such as construction depends on factors such as job estimating, job costing, 
labour, material, involvement of subcontractors, payroll taxes, insurance, equipment, 
overhead  and unexpected problems’. In this regard, while conventional economics does 
not provide a complete explanation of human behaviour such as commitment to health 
and safety; the economics behind commitment to safety is not deemed to directly 
influence the profit of organisations (Doorman, 2000 p. 1 and ILO, 2010 p. 2).  
 
Teronen (2011p. 2) further argued that in business, ‘what is often more significant to 
most organisations when it comes to commitment to health and safety is profit; that the 
development of being committed to safety tenets and improvements in production 
control results in …’. But in real economic sense the impacts of the relationship ‘are 
seen as reduced interference of the production, reduced production losses, increased 
productivity and quality. All these improvements have a further effect of improving 
worker motivation and well-being, thus making enterprises safer and more competitive. If 
a company has poor safety practices, then even small investments may have major pay-
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offs. Thus, the development of safety at work and other ergonomic interventions will be 
most profitable to an organisation’ (Teronen, 2011 p. 2). 
 
Notwithstanding, the qualitative inquiry clearly support that commitment to health and 
safety influence the profitability of organisations. The most predictive response proffered 
by participants is that ‘somehow commitment to health and safety does influence the 
profitability of construction organisations’. Arguably, the caveat ‘somehow’ may be 
interpreted to mean that commitment to safety is often seen to reduced interference to 
production, reduced production losses, increased productivity and quality which certainly 
add to the profit of a company as put forward by (Teronen’s, 2011). Conversely, that the 
quantitative findings showed a very weak relationship between commitment to safety 
and the profitability of organisations is perhaps an attestation that, demonstrating 
quantifiable returns can be very difficult for health and safety related investments. 
Moreover, the National Occupational Health and Safety Advisory Committee (NOHSAC, 
2006) is of the view that ‘most commitment to safety arguments are based on improved 
compliance or alignment with corporate values, which generally make for a weak 
business case because returns on commitment to safety are difficult to measure.  
 
But in terms of causes and effect, the study found that significant rise in costs of 
remedying unsafe acts (denoted as exceptional items) in most cases lead to a fall in the 
profitability of construction SMEs. This view is further buttressed by the qualitative 
findings where two in every five interviewees asserts that the relationship between 
commitment to health and safety is more evident if accident happens; if there is no 
accident the relationship is somewhat difficult to establish.  
 
7.3 Study findings based on ‘formal process of member checking’ 
 
For validity, part of the study design is to present the overall research findings to 
communities where the study data were obtained, a technique known as ‘formal process 
of member checking’ (Seale, 2004). The second sets of interviews conducted were 
mainly for this purpose. The idea is to have research participants serve as a check on 
the viability of the internal interpretations or external validity of the study findings. To 
178 
 
facilitate the discussion process, a portion of the study findings were e-mailed to seven 
persons in the research community familiar with the study theme; and three agreed to 
participate in the discussion of the study findings. The participants in the second set of 
interviews are: a professor of construction management, a professor of economics 
(specialty in health and safety economics though not related to construction) and a large 
construction company project manager. For brevity, some statements/comments in the 
course of discussing the study findings are trimmed and presented as follows:   
 
‘… from what I understand by your study findings, it appears that   
the correlation between safety performance and a company’s profit is  
very thin, personally I think it is difficult establishing this relationship.  
We should be mindful that safety is not about profit, rather it is about  
saving lives, providing good welfare condition, cleaner site, healthiness 
of the workforce and good working environment. … but as a site  
manager, if I fail to ensure good safety in my site here in the UK, I stand  
the chance of jeopardising my company’s profit. For this reason, I will join  
the bandwagon that say’s good safety performance enhances the profit of  
a company’ (senior construction manager -  large construction company)  
 
‘This is interesting, the people you talked to (interviewed) say there is 
a relationship, and the profit figures gave a different picture. This  
shows that the relationship is hard to substantiate. … but, we all know  
that safety is worthwhile; and you will agree with me that safety is even 
more important in the event of unpleasant safety occurrences because 
both human and companies activities (profit) are put at greater risk. I  
know of a company that is currently out of business because of a fatal  
safety incident that occurred two years ago. So the cure to safety  
adversities is to have better safety performance systems in place’ (senior  
site superintendent - construction company) 
           
‘From what you have explained so far and based on the correlation  
analysis, I will like to say that as much as your methodology is right,  
it does not matter whether the correlation relationship is weak or negligible.  
It is not all research that will produce a positive correlation relationship.  
In the long run, I think good safety performance influence productivity;  
which is an expression of efficiency and effectiveness of a system which 
ultimately tell on a company’s financial performance (professor of  
construction management).  
 
Possibly, the conclusion that can be drawn from the discussion of former process of 
member checking is that, although the relationship between commitment to health and 
safety and the profitability of organisation is not statistically significant as demonstrated 
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in study; such relationship become more apparent on site when health and safety goes 
wrong. In the extreme it can cause business failure (EASHW, 2009; HSE, 2003b and 
OSHA, 2002). Thus, it could be said that, there is a relationship between health and 
safety and a company’s financial performance. This directly supports the study literature 
and qualitative findings that commitment to health and safety does influence the 
profitability of construction organisations. 
 
7.4 Research contributions 
 
This study makes five key contributions to the existing literature on the relationship 
between commitment to health and safety and the profitability of construction SMEs. 
These will now be discussed in detail. 
 
First, the study found a systematic pathway through which SMEs can measure their 
commitment to health and safety best practice; by identifying key risk issues of safe 
working system, good supervision/monitoring, excellent housekeeping, infrequent use of 
hazardous materials, employees’ awareness of risk and how to control them. Previous 
studies into health and safety were confined to either investigating only health and 
safety performance, investment in safety, return on safety or measurement of causes 
and benefits of health and safety. For example, the EASHW (2009) did a review on 
occupational health and safety and economic performance of small and medium - sized 
enterprises. Deighan (2009) looked at the psychological and social processes 
influencing health and safety in safety in small to medium – sized enterprises. Cecich 
(2005) examined investment and return into health and safety and concluded ‘Where’s 
my return? Many safety investments won’t show financial gain’. None of these studies 
explicitly measure SMEs’ commitment to health and safety best practice as it concerns 
the profitability of construction organisations. Thus, as a contribution to existing 
research, the study did not only examined human and organisations commitment to 
health and safety best practice but put forward table 4.4; that can be used to measure 
organisation’s commitment to health and safety best practice. This is especially 
important in the management of health and safety because ‘if you can't measure it, you 
can't manage it’ (Drucker, 2006). 
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Secondly, the study through its literature and supplementary studies help to explain 
uncertainty or ambiguity that long enveloped small companies in the industry; on 
whether commitment to health and safety be viewed as an investment. Arewa and 
Farrell (2012b) in a paper titled ‘An empirical analysis of cost, investment and returns on 
spending on preventive health and safety by construction firms’ stated that in accounting 
terms it appear not to be appropriate to classify commitment to health and safety as an 
investment. However, retaining the term ‘investment’ may be a useful semantic tool to 
be used to lever managers to spend as much money on health and safety as is 
reasonable. The study further concluded that organisations that are committed to 
spending on preventive health and safety do reap numerous and varied returns, with the 
possibility of boosting overall productivity and profitability.  
 
A third contribution of the study is the identification of a novel way of classifying 
organisations’ commitment to health and safety best practice. In doing so it additionally 
highlights that majority of the participants scored SMEs organisations’ commitment and 
policy to health and safety as poor. The study participants’ scored direct commitment to 
health and safety high with a mean score of 57.89%, identified as SMEs most committed 
aspect of health and safety in the three commitment categories measured. These 
findings are consistent with HSE (2003) findings that claim that the major reasons for 
SMEs’ non-compliance to health and safety is lack of awareness to development of 
sustainable safety policy, legislative requirement, money and poor organisation 
management structure. Of the existing research on health and safety risk, safety 
performance and safety culture; most the studies only examined impact of health and 
safety, causality rates, organisations safety and performance as well as improvement to 
health and safety systems on site. While other simply focused solely on cost of 
accidents, claims and health and safety hazards. For example, HSE (2002) discussion 
document ‘Revitalising Health and Safety in Construction’ examined causality rates in 
UK construction and concluded that construction workers are six times more likely to be 
killed at work than other workers. Ikpe (2008) and ISSA (2011) delve into Cost-Benefit 
Analysis (CBA) of construction health and safety management: a theoretical discussion. 
Their findings affirm that the benefits of accident prevention far outweigh safety costs of 
accidents by a ratio of approximately 3:1. 
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Recently, other studies examined improvement to safety practice with the intention of 
measuring benefit of health and safety. For instance, a study conducted by Elias et al. 
(2011 pp. 3 - 34) looked at a total of 79 contractors of various sizes and found that, the 
cost benefits of investing in health and safety outweighs cost of accidents or costs of 
safety in the event of adverse safety by a ratio of approximately 62% benefit gain to 38% 
benefit loss. Rawlinson et al. (2008) evaluates how various safety initiatives/schemes 
have contributed to commitment and effectiveness of safety performance. Thus, this 
study identified that for effective commitment to health and safety to be entrenched; 
small construction organisations must focus on the development of strategic safety 
policy plans. The sole purpose of having strategic safety plans is to enable companies to 
gain a sustainable edge over competitors (Ohmae, 2011).  
 
A fourth contribution of this study is that, it is the first to correlate SMEs’ commitment to 
health and safety best practice with the profitability of organisations. As a result, the 
study helps provide a clearer picture of the relationship between organisations’ 
commitment to safety and the profitability of small construction organisations. Some 
existing research about commitment suggests that it is practically impossible to measure 
commitment. Brown (2010) asserts that ‘measuring human commitment to a subject is 
difficult’. Stove (2000) argued that ‘commitment can be measured by several 
approaches. However, none of the approaches can be claimed to be perfect. The 
quantitative measures look at only one manifestation of commitment, while the more 
comprehensive measures rely on judgement. The amount of commitment to a 
programme would be a good indicator if such information were readily available’.  
Wiener (1982) viewed commitment as the totality of normative pressure to act in a way 
that meets organisational interests and commitment can be influenced by both personal 
predispositions and organisational interventions. Therefore, the study measurement to 
commitment from both objective and subjective perspectives is deemed a 
comprehensive measure of organisations’ commitment to safety because it provides a 
more complete picture of SMEs’ safety achievement goal.  
 
The fifth contribution of this study is the specific context of effects of remedial cost of 
health and safety on business. Most of previous literature mainly looked at cost of 
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accidents, direct and indirect cost of accidents, effects of unsafe acts on production, 
disruption to work and negative image of unsafe act. Notable of such academic works 
are studies put forward by The Business Roundtable (1991) which states that safety 
costs can take up to 0.63% of total project costs. While, Levitt and Samelson (1993) 
claimed that, safety costs stand at 2.5% of direct labour costs. Head and Harcourt (1995 
pp. 466 - 470) and Smallwood (2012 pp.13 - 16) affirm that indirect safety costs (loss of 
productivity, cost of hourly payment, compensation) are far greater than direct safety 
cost expressed in a ratio of 2:9. Notwithstanding, (Gregg, 2009 pp. 2 - 4) argued that, 
workplace injury indirect costs are far more expensive than direct costs. A survey by the 
USA Liberty Mutual Resource Safety Group (LMRSG, 2001) indicate that, 56% of 
business executives from a range of geographic locations, affirm that businesses faced 
between $2 and $5 of indirect costs for each $1 of direct costs.  
 
In these studies, the important context of how costs of safety or how unsafe acts directly 
affect SMEs’ profit margin was omitted. Thus far, authors such as EASHW (2005) and 
Arocena and Nuez (2010:1) argued that the economic adversity and risk of suffering 
occupational accident in SMEs is higher compared to large companies. HSE (2005d: 6) 
claimed that, there exists a variety of economic perspectives about commitment to 
health and safety by construction SMEs. HSE (2002) further affirmed that, most often 
than not, an economic viewpoint about commitment to health and safety is usually linked 
to limited access to finance which is deemed a major constraint to SME's growth. 
However, systematic study on the influence of remedial cost of safety on the profitability 
of construction SMEs is scarce. Therefore, this study helps to explain whether remedial 
cost of health and safety (depending on severity) influences the profitability of SMEs’ 
organisations.  
 
7.5 Implication for research and practice 
 
The findings from this study have implications for both researchers and health and 
safety practice in the construction industry. Theoretically, the findings provide for the 
general arguments of how human/organisations’ view commitment to health and safety, 
the knowledge-based theory of organisation toward safety, dynamics capabilities of 
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SMEs towards safety, small companies’ perspectives to health and safety knowledge 
exploitation and knowledge exploration. In specific terms there are four potential 
implications for researchers in the area of human and organisations’ commitment to 
health and safety best practice.  
 
First, the study provides insight into how commitment to health and safety best practice 
works. Many health and safety researchers have talked about benefit of safe and good 
health and safety practice and the implications for organisations. The argument and 
empirical results of this study show that an increase in commitment to health and safety 
does not significantly lead to a monotonic increase in the profitability of small 
construction companies. Although, there is evidence that somehow commitment to 
health and safety influences the profitability of construction organisations. Thus, this 
study gives researchers comprehensive insights into the value creation chain to better 
understand how commitment to health and safety works in relation to business success.    
 
Second, the study provides insights into the various components of commitment to 
safety and how to focus on them. The study looked at the constituents of organisations’ 
commitment to health and safety in a bid to effectively measure companies’ percentage 
commitment to health and safety best practice. In so doing, construction organisations 
can focus on specific aspects of health and safety deficit. For example, this study 
identifies that development of health and safety policy is the most poorly developed by 
construction SMEs. Many researchers in knowledge management have argued that 
developing human capital, organisation capital and devising improvement policy in 
organisations facilitates knowledge acquisition, sharing, transfer, leverage, combination 
and creation (Fu, 2010). Therefore, this study identifies mechanisms through which 
knowledge of SMEs’ commitment to health and safety and company’s profit margins can 
be acquired, shared, transferred, leveraged, combined and created. Thus, it provides 
researchers with insights on an alternative way to test the effect of various components 
that make up the measurement of commitment to health and safety best practice and 
small company’s profit margins. 
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Third, the study provides mechanisms to understand health and safety risk, health and 
safety performance in construction, insight into the universalistic and contingency 
perspectives in strategic management of commitment to health and safety research. 
McKinney (2002) maintained that commitment to health and safety best practice is 
normally seen as a management tool used to manage and check health and safety 
risks; and in recent times this tool seems not to be a problem to large construction 
organisations, although in some circumstances it can be very challenging at a personal 
level. But, commitment to health and safety best practice seems to be a major challenge 
to most SMEs in terms of safety management within their organisational and 
methodological constraints. The study reveals that 69% of known health and safety 
breaches and prosecutions involve SMEs, 26% involves individual or self-employed 
cases and 5% involve large construction companies. In terms of fines resulting from 
health and safety prosecutions, SMEs bear more fines (by number) compared to large 
companies in a ratio of 1:10 approximately; over a period of five years. This means that, 
on a collective perspective SMEs suffer a greater cost burden of prosecutions resulting 
from health and safety breaches. The implication of these findings is that organisations 
with robust health and safety strategies could potentially moderate the risk of health and 
safety on their businesses. The study found that remedial cost of health and safety 
significantly and negatively relate to the profit margin of SMEs. Obviously, this call for 
support or research on SMEs’ investment in health and safety, and this is consistent with 
other studies by (ISSA, 2011) and (OSHA, 2002).  
   
In this regard, the fourth implication to research practice is that the study found empirical 
evidence on the need for construction companies to avoid unsafe acts. The study 
findings demonstrate that SMEs’ companies with extensive ‘exceptional cost items’ 
relating to health and safety fines (deducted from their profit/loss accounts) usually 
experience decrease in their operating profit. The study also provides small company 
managers with the mechanisms with which to measure commitment health and safety; 
by identifying health and safety risk areas that managers can focus their attention on. 
Commitment to health and safety helps organisations to create awareness about health 
and safety practice and promote investment in safety; and in turn allows managers to 
have firm control in coordination, monitoring, and control of health and safety practice. In 
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addition to the above, the study provides some decision making support for managers 
on site, by identifying SMEs’ percentage commitment to health and safety activities and 
the possible benefits to be gained. Apart from highlighting how to save lives, save 
money, boost productivity and correlation between commitment to safety and the profit 
of organisations the study also provides insights to SME managers on how to exploit 
and explore what constitutes health and safety best practice. 
 
7.6 Limitations and future research directions 
 
In spite of the study contributions and research implications, the study is limited in 
several ways.  
  
First the study looked at construction SMEs’ level of commitment to health and safety 
from three perspectives: direct level commitment, organisations’ level commitment and 
organisations’ policy to safety as key guide in the measurement of SMEs’ level of 
commitment. Apart from viewing commitment to safety from these viewpoints, there may 
also be other factors that may be used to determine construction SMEs’ level of 
commitment to health and safety best practice. For example, the adequacy of costing 
preventive health and safety or the amount an organisation actual budget for health and 
safety was not measured by this study. Therefore, the next steps in the development of 
organisations’ commitment to health and safety best practice should include the 
development of commitment to health and safety model that measures cost of providing 
preventative health and safety mechanisms. Some academics and professional bodies 
have begun to take steps in this direction. For example, the Royal Institution of 
Chartered Surveyors (RICS, 2013), New Rule of Measurement parts 1 and 2 explicitly 
suggest making cost provisions for health and safety in project cost plans. Lee (2011) 
affirmed that, ‘it is important for entrepreneurs to distinguish what elements of their 
endeavour be considered costs versus investments, even outside of sheer cash ... how 
one views a particular element changes drastically how one values and perceives its 
potential’. Therefore, the value preposition attached to spending on preventative health 
and safety may influence the amount of human and organisations’ commitment to safety 
(Dorman, 2000). 
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The second limitation concerns the study small sample size; especially as it concern 
single industry data from only SMEs. The study is limited by its small sample size of 111, 
though 77 had traceable companies’ profitability account over five years. The small 
sample size did not allow the researcher to conduct a model for commitment to health 
and safety; as such a comprehensive picture of various factors that influence 
commitment to health and safety could not be deduced. The study may be further limited 
by a single industry profitability data collected from Companies House only. Moreover, 
major key players in the construction in the capacity of large construction companies 
were omitted from the study. To test for more universal validity of the study’s findings it 
is important for future research to investigate the various categories of companies doing 
business in the construction industry; which will increase the sample size and sample 
diversity.  
 
It could be argued that, the study is further limited by the use of questionnaire to 
measure commitment to health and safety. For instance, when the study participants’ 
filled-in the questionnaire it was taking to be a measure of SMEs in construction 
commitment to health and safety; but in actual sense participants only expressed their 
individual thoughts concerning the questionnaire statements on health and safety best 
practice with regard to the profitability of organisations.   
 
In addition, the companies’ profit data covering five years from 2007 to 2012 were mixed 
with or collected at a point in time when the world and industries suffered prolonged 
economic recession. This may have serious implication on the fluctuation noticed in the 
profitability of companies; especially construction SMEs that were badly hit by the 
economic down turn.  Thus, it is important to gather longitudinal data relating to 
companies profit in a period when UK economy is relatively stable; in order to track 
companies’ profit margin and to detect causal relationships between commitment to 
health and safety and the profitability of organisations in detail.   
 
The study is also limited in the examination of companies’ percentage profit margin as 
an index. The reason is that, the measure of percentage profit margin based on gross 
profit / turnover and ROCE are indexes used by companies for external purposes 
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(Holmes, et al. 2008); hence there is need for future research to measure the profit 
margin of organisations based on internal profit parameters and then correlate with 
percentage commitment to health and safety best practice. Moreover, there is need to 
view commitment to health and safety not as a single or a solitarily factor that influence 
the profit of organisations; rather as an indirect factor that invokes, then spins-off into 
other spheres of business practice that consequently leads to enhanced profitability. For 
example, research findings show that job estimating, job costing, labour, materials, sub-
contractors, payroll taxes, insurance and equipment are the most vital components that 
directly influence construction companies’ percentage profit margin (Dennis, 2012).  
 
However, it is necessary to stress that the financial benefit in terms of organisations’ 
profitability emanating from commitment to health and safety practice appears to be 
subtle and difficult to measure. Arguably, the non-ring fenced nature of health and safety 
expenses seems to exacerbate the difficulties in establishing the relationship between 
commitment to health and safety and the profit margin paradigms of organisations. 
Thus, there is need for future research on the non-ring fenced nature of expenses used 
to provide health and safety and its implications on commitment to safety as well as the 
financial performance of organisations. 
  
Despite these limitations, the study findings contribute to better understanding of the 
process of explaining how commitment to health and safety affects the profitability of 
construction organisations. The study also provide empirical evidence underlying the 
mechanisms through which commitment to health and safety best practice may be 
measured, and importantly linking the measure of percentage commitment to health and 
safety to the profitability of construction organisations.  
 
7.7 Summary  
 
This chapter discusses the study findings in details. The discussions from the chapter 
mainly confirm argument, assertions and claims in the study literature this is then 
corroborated with the study quantitative and qualitative findings. Aside from discussing 
the study findings the chapter put forward the study contributions to knowledge, 
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implication for research practice, limitations and future research directions. The next 
chapter will explore the study conclusion and recommendations. 
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8.1 Conclusion  
 
The main aim of this study is to explore the role of organisations’ commitment to health 
and safety in the profitability of construction organisations. by doing so, the study adds 
to emerging studies that attempt to untangle the economics behind health and safety 
research, in the particular context of correlating commitment to health and safety with 
the profitability of construction organisations.  
 
Based on reviews concerning SMEs’ health and safety performance, the construction 
industry, health and safety statistics, commitment theory, risks in construction, SMEs’ 
marginal profit, safety best practice and other dynamic capabilities of small companies; 
the present study conceptualised and devised a measure for commitment to health and 
safety best practice. That then provides insights into the link between the correlation 
analyses of companies’ percentage commitment to health and safety best practice and 
percentage profit margins.    
 
For the purpose of reference, the study first objective is to determine construction SMEs’ 
level of commitment to health and safety best practice. A common deduction from the 
study findings concerning the first objective is that the construction industry in the UK 
has come a long way in improving health and safety in the workplace. However, the 
level of commitment to health and safety best practice in the industry appears to be 
influenced by nature and size of organisations. The study measured SMEs’ average 
percentage commitment to health and safety to be 54.48%; a measure considered good 
but falling short of very good, excellent or outstanding commitment targets. The 
indicative example of health and safety commitment level that is considered to be ‘good’ 
based on table 4.4 are: noticeable element of adequate safe systems of work but not 
evidence, ad-hoc supervision, some element of physical safety controls, housekeeping 
good but not acceptable, several people exposed to hazards, frequent use of hazardous 
articles and limited awareness of risks/control measures by employees. 
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Furthermore, content analyses of interview data obtained in the study shows that health 
and safety performance in larger construction companies may be considered excellent, 
and some participants even suggest that perhaps there is not much more that can be 
done to secure further improvements. There is inference that large construction 
companies are more aware and have bespoke means of budgeting money for health 
and safety in tender documents. Thus, this category of organisations has better 
commitment to safety best practice, control and monitoring of health and safety systems 
in the workplace, compared to SMEs. Thus, small companies can ‘borrow a leaf’ from 
large construction companies in this respect. 
 
In terms of overall health and safety picture, the study deduces that SMEs operating in 
the industry still account for bulk of unsafe acts in construction; and hitherto represented 
a threat and bad image to the industry. Virtually all participants interviewed agreed that 
financial pressure remains the greatest threat to SMEs’ safety performance. Other 
factors, such as the fragmented nature of small firms, poor contract negotiation skills, 
ignorance and insensitivity to business reputation by SMEs, poor business evaluation 
skills and money problems were also identified as reasons for SMEs’ uncommitted 
attitude to safety. Generically, it can be inferred that measuring small companies’ 
commitment to health and safety best practice rarely have a holistic approach in the 
construction industry. Indeed, most SMEs do not have integrated health and safety 
performance measurement systems in place. HSE (2001) further argued that most 
SMEs are not even aware of safety performance measurement. Perhaps, for SMEs to 
overcome their safety difficulties there is need for concerted effort that will compel small 
companies to measure their health and safety performance, in a view to achieve higher 
level of commitment to health and safety best practice. Furthermore, there is need for 
government and professional bodies to encourage small companies to have robust and 
bespoke means of budgeting money for health and safety in addition to having 
harmonised pricing mechanisms as currently being promoted by the RICS (2013) New 
Rules of Measurement.  
 
The second objective set by this study is to investigate whether commitment to health 
and safety influences the profitability of construction SMEs. Findings concerning this 
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objective gave mixed views. First, the study literature strongly supports that commitment 
to health and safety does influence the profitability of organisations. Indeed, some 
authors even argued that commitment to health and safety is an investment; and not a 
cost (McKinney, 2002 and Waterman, 2012). Furthermore, Dorman (2000) and Koper et 
al. (2009) suggest that well managed health and safety related interventions in the 
workplace contribute significantly to performance such as quality, productivity, reduction 
in absenteeism and all these have the tendency to invoke then spins-off into other 
spheres of business which enhances the profitability of organisations. Interestingly, the 
quantitative inquiry based on Q55 to Q62 gave a score of 73.91%; indicating that study 
participants’ agree, commitment to health and safety best practice boosts productivity 
and profitability of organisations. 
 
In addition, the content analyses from most participants in the qualitative inquiry show 
that commitment to health and safety influences the profitability of organisations. The 
qualitative findings may be argued to directly support the view of the study literature. 
However, there is a wide belief among the study participants that the relationship 
between commitment to safety and the profitability of construction organisations is 
marginal; and perhaps, may be better explained from the perspective of causes and 
effects of unsafe acts or in the event of adverse safety incidents. Thus, some 
participants strongly hold the view that categorically it is difficult to have a clear cut 
answer on whether commitment to safety increase or decrease profitability. The fact that 
a company cannot for health and safety legislation and moral reasons, ignore workers 
well-being in the workplace is an attestation that health and safety is an integral part of 
business. But, a single adverse safety incident may cause a company to lose its entire 
business.  
  
On the other hand, correlation analyses based on empirical data from the quantitative 
inquiry infer that the relationship between organisation commitment to health and safety 
and operating profit margin is very weak; with rho = - 0.05, n = 77, p < 0.01 and rho =      
- 0.04,   n = 71, p < 0.01 respectively. Possibly, the methods employed in the calculation 
of company’s profit margins, evaluation of commitment to health and safety best practice 
and the single industry data; that is, SMEs companies’ profit/loss account data obtained 
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from the Companies House Ltd may have influenced the weak correlation relationship. 
In all, considering the study literature, qualitative and quantitative inquiries it is 
convincing and considerable to affirm that commitment to health and safety do 
influences the profitability of construction organisations. Moreover, there is need to 
acknowledge that commitment to health and safety is not normally viewed as a 
contributory factor to the economic viability of an organisation, because health and 
safety is not usually considered a direct factor of production.  
 
Concerning the third set objective, that examine the influence of remedial costs of health 
and safety on the profitability of SMEs, the study findings reveals that in most cases 
remedial cost of health and safety (recorded as ‘exceptional cost item’ in some 
company’s profit/loss accounts) does have negative influences on the profitability of 
SMEs. Though, it could be argued that the influence of remedial cost of health and 
safety on the profitability of organisations largely depend on the severity of adverse 
health and safety incidents. Based on this view, it makes sense for SMEs to aspire for 
excellent and outstanding commitment to health and safety best practice targets; 
because, SMEs have more to lose from an apathetic attitude to health and safety 
practice. For example, findings from the study also revealed that on average 71% of all 
health and safety prosecutions cases in construction from 2007 to 2012 involve SMEs; 
and this category of companies incurred on average 73% of over £15 million known 
costs resulting from health and safety prosecutions in the same period. Moreover, the 
study agrees with most literature that unknown cost of health and safety far outweighs 
known cost with a ratio of 1:11. Holistically, if this ratio is to be considered it means that 
SMEs are more likely to be exposed to prosecution and other remedial costs of health 
and safety; and by implication this sort of cost item will lead to decline in the profitability 
of small organisations. 
 
Beyond prosecution and cost issues, it makes moral sense for small companies to have 
better commitment culture towards health and safety; because most employees, who 
are often victims of unsafe practices, are either relatives of small business owners or 
family friends. Therefore, incompetence and ignorance should not be seen as an excuse 
by SMEs for non-compliance with health and safety; rather SMEs should consider 
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commitment to health and safety as a key step to developing health and safety 
management. Finally, a company that is committed to having healthier workforce, safe 
working environment and viable business acumen, certainly will have good return for its 
business.  
 
8.2 Recommendations 
 
Having considered questions, uncertainties and findings the study main 
recommendations for the academia, practitioners, employers and employees is that 
there is need to advance further studies on the topic using different approach in data 
collection. First, in order to avoid distortions in data that may occur in biased questions 
in interviews, questionnaire and selective observation of events the study recommends 
that future studies relies on the use of a company’s monthly internal compliance with 
health and safety reports; as a measure for commitment to health and safety best 
practice. The study perceives that the use of internal company’ compliance with health 
and safety reports is likely to yield better measure for commitment to health and safety 
compared to use of questionnaire.  
 
Internal company’ compliance with health and safety data can be obtained from 
observation or record of a company’s internal health and safety officer’s monthly reports. 
For example, in the UK companies’ monthly health and safety reports may be expressed 
on a scale of 0 to 10. Perhaps, for ease and straightforwardness the study recommends 
that data be collected and analysed by a part-time student or a person employed in a 
company.  
 
Afterwards, the company’s monthly health and safety internal compliance data can then 
be correlated with internal management accounts; which can be either periodic costs 
and earnings of a company, cost performance index (CPI) from earned value of a 
project, monthly cost control data or end of project profit figures; instead of using 
company’s annual profit margins based on turnover and ROCE as revealed by this 
study. The need to use internal management account of companies in preference to 
annual companies’ profit data is informed by the fact that the relationship between 
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commitment to health and safety and the profitability of organisations is largely 
perceived to be subtle and difficult to establish using external companies’ accounts 
based on turnover and ROCE. Therefore, there is consideration that the use of internal 
management accounts data will give better measure of degree of association between 
the variables compared to the use of turnover and ROCE. To effectively research the 
study theme in future a hypothetical data set is put forward as demonstrated in table 8.2 
and figure 8.2. 
 
Table 8.2: Proposed company compliance with health and safety report against internal 
management earning based on cost performance index (CPI)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Based on the data in table 8.2 the average companies’ internal compliance with health 
and safety report can then be correlated with average internal project costs/earning 
based on project cost performance index (CPI) as illustrated in figure 8.2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Year 2013 Company A’s  monthly health 
and safety compliance reports 
complied by internal Health 
and safety officers 
Company A’s  monthly project 
costs and internal management 
earning based on cost 
performance index (CPI) or final 
account   
    Jan. 8.30/10 0.82     
  Feb. 7.95/10 0.80     
  Mar. 7.17/10 0.79    
Similar data to be 
collected from at least 
30 projects executed 
by company A.  
Apr. 6.80/10 0.77    
May 8.82/10 0.87    
Jun. 5.99/10 0.75    
Jul. 9.17/10 0.78    
Aug. 8.08/10 0.73    
Sept. 9.33/10 0.89    
Oct. 7.45/10 0.64    
Nov. 8.67/10 0.73     
  Dec. 9.24/10 0.58     
  Total  96.97/120 9.15     
  Mean 8.08/10 0.763     
  Final 
account 
figure 
-  -  
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 Figure 8.2: Proposed correlation between average company’s compliance with health and safety 
and average internal costs/earnings of a company 
 
Apart from the main recommendation above, there is need for stakeholders to tackle 
other health and safety problems faced by SMEs doing business in the construction 
industry. Thus, other recommendations are put forward as follows:  
 
 It is imperative for government and other health and safety regulatory bodies to 
devise alternative fines or prosecution mechanisms to deal with SMEs’ health and 
safety breaches; because the cost burden of remedying adverse safety incidents 
is disproportionate on SMEs compared to larger companies.  
 Government and health and safety regulatory bodies need to compel and assist 
SMEs in developing sustainable health and safety policies. It should be 
acknowledged that SMEs are not generally opposed to the idea of attaining good 
safety performance targets; what seems to be lacking in small businesses 
operating in the industry is lack of awareness on how to achieve best health and 
safety practice. In this regard, there is need for further research in the areas of 
developing new ways to reach out to SMEs and identify barriers for improvement.  
 To effectively tackle most health and safety problems in construction; SMEs need 
to overcome pressure of finance. Thus, there is need for small companies to have 
 
 
 
 
Data should be based on at least 30 projects 
executed by company A 
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robust and bespoke budgetary provision for health and safety in addition to 
having a harmonised health and safety pricing mechanisms.  
 To enhance future research work, there is need for government and regulatory 
agencies to compel construction organisations to measure their compliance with 
health and safety in addition to having good health and safety risk registers. 
 There is a need to measure the cost of safety by employers, in pre and post-
incident, accident or illness; otherwise it is difficult to seek to optimise investment 
in health and safety as construction wrestles with the dichotomy of a perceived 
need to enhance investment and simultaneously an overwhelming needs to 
reduce business costs.   
 
Finally, the marketing of health and safety need to emphasis on the financial risk to 
SMEs’ businesses, or indeed their survival, from an adverse health and safety incident. 
Although, the relationship between commitment to health and safety and the profitability 
of organisations has not identified significantly in statistical terms; it does indirectly 
manifest itself in reality when adverse health and safety incidents occurs. This is more 
probable, or likely to be more significant where a lack of investment in health and safety 
exists within organisations.  
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38
Academic survey
there are often communication barriers to health and safety practice on sites
managers always insist that workers hold CSCS cards
there is strong  respect for safety abilities within teams 
there are appropriate controls in place to l imit working hours to avoid fatigue
retrofitting of safety aids on working tools most often do not meet safety standard
safety method statements are always examined to ensure viability before work starts
there is transparency in acting to prevent safety incident reoccurrence
managers are competent in the management of health and safety
workers  interface on health and safety issues with senior management is cordial 
there is a need to engage workers more in risk assessments 
managers have good understanding of safety tasks and the use of right equipments
there is a need to improve ways of  reviewing and update safety procedures
health and safety is strongly considered in pre-plan/pre-design stages
safety training is relevant to the context of a particular site conditions
regular sight and hearing tests of site workers are carried out
there is effective promotion of good canteen diets on site
lone workers are always provided with communication gadgets e.g. mobile phones
the standard of health and safety training could be improved
promotion of health and safety situational awareness on site is satisfactory 
compliance with requirements to wear or use PPE is very good
relevant health and safety job-specific information is readily available
safety information attached to equipment can sometimes be inadequate
company health and safety trainers are very competent and knowledgeable
safety procedures are developed with the help of people who actually do the job
safety procedures are concise and clear
PPE is always replaced after an appropriate period of use
health and safety is core to all  staff training programmes
there is regular safety training concerning the correct selection, care and use of PPE
workers who apply for jobs have their safety training claims verified
In the context of site activities, please indicate the extent to which you agree 
or disagree with the following statements: 
Please read each question and place a  tick (  ) in the column that best describes  your judgement 
of health and safety practice in the UK construction industry. Please try to answer every question 
honestly and do not answer unduly to show your company or the construction industry off in a  
good l ight.  Your confidentia l i ty and anonymity i s  assured.
workers are always focused on doing their jobs safely 
welfare conditions are of a high standard 
site working equipments are sometimes used inappropriately by workers
there is insufficient attention paid to the tidiness of the internal working environment 
risk assessments are not adequately communicated to operatives
there is no strict adherence to health and safety work method statements
enforcement of safety rules that remove workers from site (for breaches) are not evident
guidance to prevent working in adverse weather conditions is not evident
there is careful consideration given to the selection of right equipment for work 
 Appendix A 
234 
 
 
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
.......................................................................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................................................................
.......................................................................................................................................................................................................
.......................................................................................................................................................................................................
.......................................................................................................................................................................................................
.......................................................................................................................................................................................................
.......................................................................................................................................................................................................
I am ......................... Years old
OR
less than 18 years
19 to 25 years
26 to 35 years
36 to 45 years
46 to 55 years
there is explicit consideration of health and safety when sub contract packages are awarded
construction designs help eliminate hazardous work processes 
fragile roofs are designed out
there is need to improve consistency in the enforcement of safety rules
construction designs do not consideration life-cycle maintenance
inspection and replacement of equipment sometimes falls short of expected standards
competent workers are usually retained for possessing  good safety practice
there is reward system in place for appropriate response to near miss incidents
there is regular inspection  of scaffolding
workers are not rewarded for good safety practice / behaviour
there is economic advantage to be gained from commitment to health and safety 
the flow of health and safety information is comprehensive 
risk assessments with regard to suitability of equipments needs to improve
spending on preventive health and safety is a good investment
range in the box below
more than 55 years
there are clear roles and responsibil ities with designated health and safety functions
there is effective auditing of safety improvement systems
sub contracts are awarded purely on the bases of price, with l ittle or no regard for safety 
safety culture is not imposed top down (from senior management to worker on site)
commitment to preventive health and safety helps boost productivity
spending on preventive health and safety helps boost work process efficiency
there is clarity and focus in company health and safety control system
We would like to know your age in years, or alternatively if you prefer, please indicate your age
Please add below any comments you may wish to make regarding health and safety issues in the construction industry
commitment to health and safety helps prevent unwanted remedial safety costs
effective health and safety practice help prevent work disruption
there is economic advantage derived from investing in health and safety practice
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New:
Housing
Infrastructure
Public
Private industrial
Private Commercial
Repairs and Maintenance:
Housing
Non-housing
JCT Forms
ICE Forms
NEC Family of Contracts
GC/Works Contracts
PC/Works Contracts
Association of Consultant Architects
Other Standard Forms of Contracts
Non-Standard Forms
Male Female
O Level / GSCE or equivalent
A Level or equivalent
Post graduate
Other vocational/work related qualifications
Others; please state
ACIOB
MCIOB
MRICS
MICE
MRIBA
Others
Degree: BSc, MSc or equivalent
Please indicate your qualifications; you are free to tick more than one box if appropriate
Thank you for your time.
If you are a member of professional body, please indicate the designatory letters 
that you hold; you are free to tick more than one box if appropriate
Please indicate very approximately the type of contracts that your company is 
involved with
Please indicate approximately the sectors to which your company belong
Please indicate your gender
Please indicate your job title:   ..............................................................................
HNC, HND, BTEC Higher level or it equivalent
Apprenticeship
NVQ Level  1 and 2
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1 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
2 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
3 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
4 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
5 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
6 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
7 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
8 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
9 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
10 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
11 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
12 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
13 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
14 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
15 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
16 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
17 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
18 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
19 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
20 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
21 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
22 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
23 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
24 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
25 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
26 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
27 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
28 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
29 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
30 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
31 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
32 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
33 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
34 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
35 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
36 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
37 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
38 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
In the context of site activities, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree 
with the following statements: 
Please read each question and place a tick (  ) in the column that best describes your 
judgement of health and safety practice in the UK construction industry. Please try to 
answer every question honestly and do not answer unduly to show your company or the 
construction industry off in a good light.  Your confidentiality and anonymity is assured.
workers are always focused on doing their jobs safely 
welfare conditions are of a high standard 
site working equipments are sometimes used inappropriately by workers
there is insufficient attention paid to the tidiness of the internal working environment 
risk assessments are not adequately communicated to operatives
there is no strict adherence to health and safety work method statements
enforcement of safety rules that remove workers from site (for breaches) are not evident
guidance to prevent working in adverse weather conditions is not evident
there is careful consideration given to the selection of right equipment for work 
PPE is always replaced after an appropriate period of use
health and safety is core to all  staff training programmes
there is regular safety training concerning the correct selection, care and use of PPE
workers who apply for jobs have their safety training claims verified
compliance with requirements to wear or use PPE is very good
relevant health and safety job-specific information is readily available
safety information attached to equipment can sometimes be inadequate
regular sight and hearing tests of site workers are carried out
there is effective promotion of good canteen diets on site
lone workers are always provided with communication gadgets e.g. mobile phones
the standard of health and safety training could be improved
promotion of health and safety situational awareness on site is satisfactory 
managers always insist that workers hold CSCS cards
there is strong  respect for safety abilities within teams 
there are appropriate controls in place to l imit working hours to avoid fatigue
Appendix B
retrofitting of safety aids on working tools most often do not meet safety standard
safety method statements are always examined to ensure viability before work starts
there is transparency in acting to prevent safety incident reoccurrence
managers are competent in the management of health and safety
workers  interface on health and safety issues with senior management is cordial 
there is a need to engage workers more in risk assessments 
managers have good understanding of safety tasks and the use of right equipments
there is a need to improve ways of  reviewing and update safety procedures
health and safety is strongly considered in pre-plan/pre-design stages
safety training is relevant to the context of a particular site conditions
company health and safety trainers are very competent and knowledgeable
safety procedures are developed with the help of people who actually do the job
safety procedures are concise and clear
Academic survey
there are often communication barriers to health and safety practice on sites
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39 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
40 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
41 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
42 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
43 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
44 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
45 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
46 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
47 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
48 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
49 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
50 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
51 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
52 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
53 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
54 0 1 2 3 4 5 -
55 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
56 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
57 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
58 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
59 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
60 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
61 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
62 5 4 3 2 1 0 -
.......................................................................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................................................................
.......................................................................................................................................................................................................
.......................................................................................................................................................................................................
.......................................................................................................................................................................................................
.......................................................................................................................................................................................................
.......................................................................................................................................................................................................
I am ......................... Years old
OR
less than 18 years
19 to 25 years
26 to 35 years
36 to 45 years
46 to 55 years
there are clear roles and responsibil ities with designated health and safety functions
there is effective auditing of safety improvement systems
sub contracts are awarded purely on the bases of price, with l ittle or no regard for safety 
safety culture is not imposed top down (from senior management to worker on site)
commitment to preventive health and safety helps boost productivity
spending on preventive health and safety helps boost work process efficiency
there is clarity and focus in company health and safety control system
We would like to know your age in years, or alternatively if you prefer, please indicate your age
Please add below any comments you may wish to make regarding health and safety issues in the construction industry
commitment to health and safety helps prevent unwanted remedial safety costs
effective health and safety practice help prevent work disruption
there is economic advantage derived from investing in health and safety practice
spending on preventive health and safety is a good investment
range in the box below
more than 55 years
there is economic advantage to be gained from commitment to health and safety 
the flow of health and safety information is comprehensive 
risk assessments with regard to suitability of equipments needs to improve
workers are not rewarded for good safety practice / behaviour
fragile roofs are designed out
there is need to improve consistency in the enforcement of safety rules
there is explicit consideration of health and safety when sub contract packages are awarded
construction designs help eliminate hazardous work processes 
construction designs do not consideration life-cycle maintenance
inspection and replacement of equipment sometimes falls short of expected standards
competent workers are usually retained for possessing  good safety practice
there is reward system in place for appropriate response to near miss incidents
there is regular inspection  of scaffolding
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New:
Housing
Infrastructure
Public
Private industrial
Private Commercial
Repairs and Maintenance:
Housing
Non-housing
JCT Forms
ICE Forms
NEC Family of Contracts
GC/Works Contracts
PC/Works Contracts
Association of Consultant Architects
Other Standard Forms of Contracts
Non-Standard Forms
Male Female
O Level / GSCE or equivalent
A Level or equivalent
Post graduate
Other vocational/work related qualifications
Others; please state
ACIOB
MCIOB
MRICS
MICE
MRIBA
Others
If you are a member of professional body, please indicate the designatory letters 
that you hold; you are free to tick more than one box if appropriate
Please indicate very approximately the type of contracts that your company is 
involved with
Please indicate approximately the sectors to which your company belong
Degree: BSc, MSc or equivalent
Please indicate your qualifications; you are free to tick more than one box if appropriate
Please indicate your gender
Please indicate your job title:   ..............................................................................
HNC, HND, BTEC Higher level or it equivalent
Apprenticeship
NVQ Level  1 and 2
Thank you for your time.
240 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix C 
Tabulation of questionnaire data (in Excel spread sheet) 
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Key: 
A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S T U V W
S/No. N ame o f  
co mpanies 
C o mpany's 
registrat io n 
number
2007 
co mpany's 
turno ver 
Operat ing 
pro f it
 P ro f it  
margin 
based o n 
o perat ing 
2008 
co mpany's 
turno ver 
Operat ing 
pro f it
 P ro f it  margin 
based o n 
o perat ing 
o perat ing 
2009 co mpany's 
turno ver 
Operat ing 
pro f it
 P ro f it  margin 
based o n 
o perat ing 
o perat ing 
2010 co mpany's 
turno ver 
Operat ing 
pro f it
 P ro f it  margin 
based o n 
o perat ing 
o perat ing 
2011 
co mpany's 
turno ver 
Operat ing 
pro f it
 P ro f it  margin 
based o n 
o perat ing 
o perat ing pro f it
2012 
co mpany's 
turno ver 
Operat ing 
pro f it
 P ro f it  
margin based 
o n o perat ing 
o perat ing 
T o tal turno ver 
in f ive years
T o tal o perat ing 
pro f it  in f ive 
years
1 Company 1 2740512 4,950,000 124,654 2.52 4950000 124654.00 2.52
2 Company 2 5002768 1,874,800 68,023 3.63 1,254,500 82,900 6.61 1,008,123 75,459 7.49 985,254 45,777 4.65 974,450 44,882 4.61 880,112 41,500 4.72 5102439 290518.00 5.69
3 Company 3 874746 18,780,260 908,567 4.84 19,257,222 1,167,109 6.06 22,587,000 1,007,200 4.46 25,784,369 1,933,700 7.50 63,987,000 3,125,800 4.89 55,552,000 3,998,112 7.20 187167591 11231921.00 6.00
4 Company 4 190204 125,432,202 1,780,427 1.42 96,371,210 2,141,615 2.22 70,050,478 2,807,034 4.01 82,597,351 2,858,707 3.46 104,701,659 1,996,134 1.91 100,654,121 2,858,707 2.84 454374819 12662197.00 2.79
5 Company 5 I073968 86,517,000 5,863,524 6.78 77,520,000 4,259,000 5.49 164037000 10122524.00 6.17
6 Company 6 3595727 18,257 159,663 19,061 11.94 103,680 -12,432 -11.99 97,547 -47,082 -48.27 87,697 -11,224 -12.80 71,129 -14,015 -19.70 519716 -65692.00 -12.64
7 Company 7 4269243 1,951,200 80,340 4.12 7,524,000 140,006 1.86 510,500 20,200 3.96 9985700 240546.00 2.41
8 Company 8 806888 378,699,000 -6,138 0.00 357,418,000 1,801,000 0.50 320,887,000 -618,000 -0 .19 297,724,000 -890,453 -0 .30 330,155,000 622,000 0.19 339,874,000 329,000 0.10 1646058000 1243547.00 0.08
9 Company 9 6275653 778,650 40,700 5.23 984,500 46,400 4.71 790,850 33,130 4.19 640,100 45,543 7.11 610,980 43,101 7.05 680,000 59,800 8.79 3706430 227974.00 6.15
10 Company 10 650447 4,675,345 357,900 7.66 4,000,823 458,123 11.45 3,230,670 130,411 4.04 4,100,500 60,200 1.47 2,410,300 134,700 5.59 3,880,520 442,720 11.41 17622813 1226154.00 6.96
11 Company 11 3045309 29,640,319 6,902,588 23.29 20,540,489 -2,076,556 -10.11 22,160,156 2,870,033 12.95 17,644,961 2,103,654 11.92 22,200,243 1,601,941 7.22 24,421,233 1,000,865 4.10 106967082 5499937.00 5.14
12 Company 12 1721262 11,850,960 220,220 1.86 9,108,940 919,890 10.10 10,800,500 100,080 0.93 19909440 1019970.00 5.12
13 Company 13 1177941 2,009,383 110,600 5.50 1,864,520 98,340 5.27 1,880,100 100,250 5.33 3744620 198590.00 5.30
14 Company 14 873093 66,400,000 2,954,643 4.45 60,300,000 3,653,000 6.06 71,500,000 1,103,000 1.54 67,100,000 2,810,000 4.19 63,100,000 876,000 1.39 82,300,000 196,000 0.24 344300000 8638000.00 2.51
15 Company 15 3578140 98,450,500 3,700,112 3.76 161,024,000 3,617,000 2.25 154,837,000 4,482,000 2.89 162,083,000 5,950,000 3.67 155,042,000 1,744,000 1.12 149,753,254 2,012,985 1.34 782739254 17805985.00 2.27
16 Company 16 SC150486 212,360 12,300 5.79 360,960 18,500 5.13 320,950 22,800 7.10 182,900 17,802 9.73 182,560 23,250 12.74 200,540 18,290 9.12 1247910 100642.00 8.06
17 Company 17 4704445 389,800 28,422 7.29 771,008 17,908 2.32 685,580 24,177 3.53 701,500 27,060 3.86 480,850 21,890 4.55 480,254 67,200 13.99 3119192 158235.00 5.07
18 Company 18 1100323 271,931,363 8,043,662 2.96 317,337,804 10,741,874 3.38 326,221,249 11,046,727 3.39 287,765,297 10,308,519 3.58 232,202,871 7,092,417 3.05 267,478,051 4,286,230 1.60 1431005272 43475767.00 3.04
19 Company 19 4986754 57,530 2,602 4.52 54,523 3,440 6.31 34,520 1,933 5.60 31,998 1,242 3.88 29,850 1,227 4.11 33,410 2,305 6.90 184301 10147.00 5.51
20 Company 20 1240442 80,644,000 148,000 0.18 111,204,000 561,000 0.50 138,640,000 -45,000 -0 .03 106,503,000 -149,000 -0 .14 108,517,000 -13,000 -0 .01 124,033,000 104,000 0.08 588897000 458000.00 0.08
21 Company 21 NI050896 170,122,822 10,432,600 6.13 184,439,330 4,134,829 2.24 185,336,481 3,185,826 1.72 162,746,602 -2,550,448 -1.57 176,497,509 1,977,141 1.12 170,985,333 998,741 0.58 880005255 7746089.00 0.88
22 Company 22 2668289 0 0.00 0.00
23 Company 23 6774771 815,222 11,852,008 915,547 7.72 10,329,477 816,254 7.90 9,584,654 742,987 7.75 10,879,522 420,894 3.87 9,859,112 412,987 4.19 52504773 3308669.00 6.30
24 Company 24 5174622 420,855 40,900 9.72 651,520 55,100 8.46 354,240 33,890 9.57 540,657 25,300 4.68 384,520 22,180 5.77 341,654 19,700 5.77 2272591 156170.00 6.87
25 Company 25 7167421 33,560 1,700 5.07 33,900 1,450 4.28 27,800 4,300 15.47 29,920 800 2.67 28,910 2,210 7.64 27,520 1,056 3.84 148050 9816.00 6.63
26 Company 26 1603201 22,163,652 2,168,462 9.78 35,849,531 383,206 1.07 25,670,103 6,029,708 23.49 16,568,799 1,152,468 6.96 17,038,751 193,085 1.13 25,715,182 587,496 2.28 120842366 8345963.00 6.91
27 Company 27 1675402 13,018,281 225,517 1.73 16,923,410 377,982 2.23 13,665,079 208,626 1.53 10,720,301 110,870 1.03 11,312,926 110,029 0.97 10,997,000 111,200 1.01 63618716 918707.00 1.44
28 Company 28 4530602 471,685,000 11,540,000 2.45 492,645,000 13,316,000 2.70 473,704,000 8,814,000 1.86 480,358,000 15,170,000 3.16 494,257,000 17,703,000 3.58 545,184,000 19,866,000 3.64 2486148000 74869000.00 3.01
29 Company 29 2266325 29,985,296 11,486,457 38.31 32,845,273 12,601,806 38.37 18,890,195 5,246,799 27.78 16,690,104 3,605,739 21.60 24,794,006 7,708,607 31.09 24,222,480 7,751,823 32.00 117442058 36914774.00 31.43
30 Company 30 78521 124,078,292 53,026 0.04 164,968,186 2,292,419 1.39 179,894,746 2,235,272 1.24 168,921,880 4,388,015 2.60 225,554,298 4,472,303 1.98 207,736,687 2,120,073 1.02 947075797 15508082.00 1.64
31 Company 31 6502231 1,682,000 158,110 9.40 2,591,889 -232,402 -8 .97 1,879,356 -106,450 -5 .66 1,881,641 -984,705 -52.33 1,869,425 214,032 11.45 1,752,621 313,546 17.89 9974932 -795979.00 -7.98
32 Company 32 358239 157,401,000 8,039,000 5.11 200,434,000 10,293,000 5.14 238,624,000 -595,423 -0 .25 208,008,000 606,000 0.29 291,832,000 5,086,000 1.74 215,051,000 3,254,000 1.51 1153949000 18643577.00 1.62
33 Company 33 NI004078 213,524,241 10,754,223 5.04 244,747,250 12,321,691 5.03 271,817,456 9,038,945 3.33 271,817,456 8,077,022 2.97 239,043,521 7,603,753 3.18 285,568,742 7,407,007 2.59 1312994425 44448418.00 3.39
34 Company 34 2644726 139,200,000 3,443,000 2.47 182,814,000 5,605,000 3.07 182,814,000 7,792,000 4.26 231,579,000 4,869,768 2.10 300,532,817 1,091,870 0.36 286,073,158 2,524,000 0.88 1183812975 21882638.00 1.85
35 Company 35 831363 1,022,704 55,451 5.42 1,277,555 92,926 7.27 2,007,942 112,194 5.59 1,118,607 22,802 2.04 812,571 85,188 10.48 798,240 71,259 8.93 6014915 384369.00 6.39
36 Company 36 2998478 253,234 22,173 8.76 259,148 25,545 9.86 261,391 26,471 10.13 275,098 2,013 0.73 281,327 29,347 10.43 335,166 14,558 4.34 1412130 97934.00 6.94
37 Company 37 NI028313 69,640,319 1,400,450 2.01 71,540,489 2,006,500 2.80 68,160,156 3,500,300 5.14 17,644,961 1,005,200 5.70 22,200,243 1,888,400 8.51 28,200,100 2,530,500 8.97 207745949 10930900.00 5.26
38 Company 38 1880651 1,006,106 39,364 3.91 1,879,026 104,134 5.54 2,365,314 307,855 13.02 3,045,473 228,192 7.49 8295919 679545.00 8.19
39 Company 39 817560 3,955,500 -900,870 -22.78 4,843,000 -112,000 -2 .31 3,557,000 -161,000 -4 .53 8400000 -273000.00 -3.25
40 Company 40 2603357 50,457,625 0.00 51,096,000 754,000 1.48 69,037,000 1,879,000 2.72 104,041,000 2,617,000 2.52 106,742,000 2,646,000 2.48 100,254,331 1,844,882 1.84 431170331 9740882.00 2.26
41 Company 41 7429952 198,350 5,900 2.97 199,254 11,080 5.56 155,100 8,900 5.74 148,987 10,500 7.05 144,600 12,800 8.85 178,900 11,790 6.59 826841 55070.00 6.66
42 Company 42 6031254 38,987,524 850,400 2.18 40,277,200 87,730 0.22 180,039,700 393,057 0.22 210,574,233 3,091,169 1.47 194,292,724 2,773,737 1.43 187,778,621 88,300 0.05 812962478 6433993.00 0.79
43 Company 43 1185592 298,973,318 5,494,208 1.84 300,268,216 6,123,659 2.04 172,980,734 3,075,284 1.78 214,062,377 4,173,175 1.95 286,110,180 -609,635 -0 .21 240,629,053 1,519,193 0.63 1214050560 14281676.00 1.18
44 Company 44 5307588 146,072,000 6,938,000 4.75 177,361,000 8,783,000 4.95 182,392,000 9,257,000 5.08 175,466,000 7,524,088 4.29 175,466,000 8,544,000 4.87 196,313,000 10,842,000 5.52 906998000 44950088.00 4.96
45 Company 45 3912436 17,200,500 1,000,100 5.81 22,450,600 1,002,700 4.47 18,402,220 980,451 5.33 14,400,300 530,400 3.68 9,300,010 710,450 7.64 5,600,300 140,200 2.50 70153430 3364201.00 4.80
46 Company 46 2147887 260,580,000 6,634,000 2.55 188,096,000 7,011,000 3.73 135,710,000 -692,000 -0 .51 174,518,000 -692,000 -0 .40 99,883,000 -2,662,000 -2 .67 101,627,000 -1,389,000 -1.37 699834000 1576000.00 0.23
47 Company 47 684617 148,821,000 5,266,000 3.54 173,036,000 7,078,000 4.09 169,381,000 9,230,000 5.45 156,457,000 9,473,000 6.05 151,665,000 5,865,000 3.87 154,409,000 1,859,000 1.20 804948000 33505000.00 4.16
48 Company 48 5372264 95,498,000 3,064,000 3.21 154,002,000 2,861,000 1.86 177,694,000 3,714,000 2.09 174,071,000 -127,000 -0 .07 174,696,000 -206,000 -0 .12 180,696,000 -99,000 -0 .05 861159000 6143000.00 0.71
49 Company 49 1,985,000 113,560 5.72 1,990,800 110,500 5.55 2,180,680 109,100 5.00 2,201,500 200,500 9.11 1,784,900 110,660 6.20 1,642,000 117,210 7.14 9799880 647970.00 6.61
50 Company 50 SC283168 3,580,300 218,950 6.12 4,100,100 108,890 2.66 3,825,000 200,678 5.25 3,702,000 200,780 5.42 3,177,444 118,900 3.74 3,004,522 256,800 8.55 17809066 886048.00 4.98
51 Company 51 NI027864 1,345,200 48,554 3.61 1,250,400 44,780 3.58 1,962,300 55,110 2.81 1,044,888 38,890 3.72 985,421 28,670 2.91 912,850 33,900 3.71 6155859 201350.00 3.27
52 Company 52 425188 211,294,000 3,120,000 1.48 202,215,000 2,875,000 1.42 144,186,000 1,554,000 1.08 164,523,000 3,713,000 2.26 167,220,000 -783,000 -0 .47 164,584,010 1,560,600 0.95 842728010 8919600.00 1.06
53 Company 53 SO300990 154,920 3,890 2.51 10,354 440 4.25 165274 4330.00 2.62
54 Company 54 190,283,000 5,376,000 2.83 258,263,000 4,803,000 1.86 201,350,000 1,564,000 0.78 158,901,000 945,000 0.59 171,773,000 1,027,000 0.60 168,790,000 1,002,000 0.59 959077000 9341000.00 0.97
55 Company 55 545646 114,547,000 889,100 0.78 121,101,354 1,006,770 0.83 125,654,423 1,778,000 1.41 158,711,000 3,749,000 2.36 227,889,000 337,000 0.15 222,188,675 1,910,000 0.86 855544452 8780770.00 1.03
56 Company 56 2092740 12,674,800 -60,493 -0 .48 10,550,900 71,155 0.67 884,800 -16,072 -1.82 105,677 26,750 25.31 98,560 -14,900 -15.12 94,667 77,575 81.95 11734604 144508.00 1.23
57 Company 57 1967715 240,111,980 4,700,000 1.96 264,871,000 -22,616,000 -8 .54 291,586,000 17,693,000 6.07 201,658,000 5,641,000 2.80 239,110,000 1,770,000 0.74 233,987,000 964,000 0.41 1231212000 3452000.00 0.28
58 Company 58 2625051 2,482,097 71,105 2.86 2,647,347 -150,639 -5 .69 2,133,327 -143,323 -6 .72 2,029,752 -24,929 -1.23 1,631,819 9,182 0.56 1,658,010 19,900 1.20 10100255 -289809.00 -2.87
59 Company 59 468365 -20,624 4,106 -19.91 17,980 453 2.52 17980 453.00 2.52
60 Company 60 2900712 242,665,000 2,506,000 1.03 183,162,000 3,897,000 2.13 141,651,000 1,397,000 0.99 136,761,000 -26,000 -0 .02 117,489,000 940,000 0.80 109,658,241 998,005 0.91 688721241 7206005.00 1.05
61 Company 61 5419658 177,540,127 132,632 0.07 207,220,601 932,615 0.45 193,481,946 790,338 0.41 124,996,929 308,158 0.25 125,886,532 289,769 0.23 153,418,526 1,216,186 0.79 805004534 3537066.00 0.44
62 Company 62 6950075 22,933,101 952,556 4.15 25,001,221 1,560,000 6.24 25,297,000 2,456,000 9.71 28,678,932 6,691,775 23.33 34,802,699 7,103,539 20.41 32,112,000 8,560,221 26.66 145891852 26371535.00 18.08
63 Company 63 818912 12,510,433 2,715,484 21.71 14,250,739 3,161,971 22.19 11,597,289 2,005,738 17.29 10,528,654 1,524,483 14.48 9,898,258 1,207,376 12.20 10,014,000 1,009,881 10.08 56288940 8909449.00 15.83
64 Company 64 2950545 894,587 2,780 0.31 978,600 -12,446 -1.27 101,004,231 -12,705 -0 .01 1,078,985 4,876 0.45 1,251,958 3,500 0.28 1,358,987 2,667 0.20 105672761 -14108.00 -0.01
65 Company 65 3784800 19,270,918 1,020,455 5.30 25,413,080 1,516,793 5.97 36,087,572 1,457,080 4.04 34,766,246 2,316,622 6.66 30,022,805 -234,782 -0 .78 34,527,823 231,008 0.67 160817526 5286721.00 3.29
66 Company 66 2788266 3,992,414 553 0.01 4,110,514 599 0.01 4,186,139 69 0.00 2,907,987 527 0.02 2,689,258 82 0.00 2,224,561 101 0.00 16118459 1378.00 0.01
67 Company 67 3658772 2,987,358 72,666 2.43 3,101,594 71,141 2.29 3,676,888 77,814 2.12 2,571,026 75,974 2.96 9349508 224929.00 2.41
68 Company 68 1614573 75,881,000 3,427,000 4.52 90,090,000 3,553,000 3.94 94,872,000 3,463,000 3.65 103,851,000 1,814,000 1.75 103,453,000 2,338,000 2.26 100,818,000 2,082,000 2.07 493084000 13250000.00 2.69
69 Company 69 NI006295 6,525,864 303,890 4.66 4,154,600 111,778 2.69 4,571,730 330,780 7.24 4,521,740 112,220 2.48 4,520,600 504,550 11.16 4,524,300 367,900 8.13 22292970 1427228.00 6.40
70 Company 70 5292423 41,458,770 383,606 0.93 40,512,347 2,698,907 6.66 41,298,241 995,900 2.41 47,964,920 3,233,248 6.74 61,029,803 3,451,238 5.66 59,894,000 2,005,200 3.35 250699311 12384493.00 4.94
71 Company 71 2872913 778,810 51,908 6.67 876,424 53,990 6.16 721,675 73,233 10.15 684,470 24,220 3.54 666,420 66,890 10.04 625,820 55,800 8.92 3574809 274133.00 7.67
72 Company 72 1086295 10,864,201 62,857 0.58 5,150,450 21,800 0.42 5150450 21800.00 0.42
73 Company 73 2383346 28,640 1,350 4.71 88,421 4,890 5.53 55,740 4,000 7.18 46,554 2,900 6.23 38,440 1,900 4.94 49,800 4,980 10.00 278955 18670.00 6.69
74 Company 74 2950900 144,250 9,560 6.63 155,788 12,800 8.22 175,900 18,330 10.42 475938 40690.00 8.55
75 Company 75 1226039 654,221 33,780 5.16 754,658 43,900 5.82 745,650 45,800 6.14 1500308 89700.00 5.98
76 Company 76 3746288 511,674 96,586 18.88 1,839,339 96,586 5.25 9,166,606 33,730 0.37 10,656,804 32,597 0.31 7,259,229 466,888 6.43 7,130,392 439,280 6.16 36052370 1069081.00 2.97
77 Company 77 5171556 705,597 19,770 2.80 952,947 33,230 3.49 9,659,469 38,899 0.40 6,643,264 78,945 1.19 11,536,761 280,706 2.43 14,319,308 49,366 0.34 43111749 481146.00 1.12
A verage pro f it  
margin o ver a 
pero id o f  5  
years based o n 
o perat ing pro f it
Appendix C
SD = standard deviation 
Corr. coeff. = Correlation coefficient 
M = Micro firms,
SC = Small company
MC = Medium company
Total % commitment Q1 to Q55 = 54.48%) see column CL
Note: columns with yellow colour denotes reversed statements
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                                            Policy of organisation on commitment to H&S (Q32 to Q55)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51
SC Q 1 4 3 3 0 1 3 3 2 3 3 25 50.00 2 4 2 3 1 2 4 1 3 5 2 3 3 2 1 3 3 1 2 3 1 51 48.57 3 3 2 3 1 3 4 2 1 2 4 3 2 3 2 2 4 3 2 1
SC Q 2 5 4 2 2 4 3 2 3 2 3 30 60.00 2 2 3 2 3 3 2 3 5 3 2 3 3 3 2 3 3 47 55.29 3 3 0 3 3 2 3 3 2 5 2 1 5 2 2 1 2 0
M C Q 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 1 3 1 3 22 44.00 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 3 2 4 2 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 57 57.00 3 1 4 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 2 4 2 2 1 3 3 3 3 2
M C Q 4 1 4 3 1 2 3 3 3 3 3 26 52.00 2 1 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 1 0 3 3 5 1 1 0 48 45.71 5 5 2 3 4 4 0 4 1 2 3 2 2 3 3 2 3
SC Q 5 3 2 2 2 4 3 2 2 2 3 25 50.00 2 2 2 2 3 2 1 2 3 1 2 1 3 2 4 3 4 2 1 2 1 45 42.86 1 3 3 1 3 2 2 4 2 2 2 4 2 4 3 3 1 2
SC Q 6 5 3 3 2 3 4 5 4 2 31 68.89 4 3 1 3 4 3 2 1 1 2 1 3 4 2 4 1 2 2 2 45 47.37 4 3 3 4 5 5 2 4 2 3 2 5 0 4 0 2 2 1
SC Q 7 3 4 4 0 2 3 4 4 5 3 32 64.00 2 4 2 1 3 3 2 2 4 1 3 3 2 4 3 4 0 4 4 4 3 58 55.24 3 2 2 1 4 3 3 4 1 2 4 5 0 2 5 2 1 5 1
M C Q 8 2 2 4 2 4 5 3 2 4 4 32 64.00 2 3 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 2 3 3 3 5 4 4 4 1 5 4 52 49.52 3 3 2 4 5 4 3 4 1 0 4 3 2 1 1 2 4 3 0 3
SC Q 9 5 4 4 2 5 1 2 1 2 3 29 58.00 1 3 1 2 2 1 2 2 4 2 4 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 1 3 3 50 47.62 3 4 1 3 3 5 3 4 2 2 1 2 4 3 3 0 3 3 3 2
M C Q 10 4 5 3 3 3 5 5 4 4 3 39 78.00 2 5 0 1 2 4 2 4 3 0 4 4 2 3 4 3 3 3 3 5 3 60 57.14 4 4 1 5 5 4 3 3 2 2 4 2 4 1 3 3 2 2 4
M C Q 11 1 3 3 4 2 4 3 5 3 3 31 62.00 2 3 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 4 5 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 1 3 4 58 55.24 3 5 3 1 4 4 4 5 2 2 3 0 5 0 4 1 3 1 0
M C Q 12 4 4 3 1 2 4 3 3 4 3 31 62.00 3 3 2 0 3 2 3 0 4 2 4 4 2 5 4 4 4 3 2 2 5 61 58.10 4 4 1 3 3 4 4 4 1 2 3 5 0 4 4 1 4 2 2 2
SC Q 13 5 2 5 1 2 2 3 3 3 4 30 60.00 3 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 4 4 3 5 3 1 4 3 2 3 3 59 56.19 3 4 3 4 5 5 4 0 2 2 5 3 4 0 5 5 2 4 0 4
M C Q 14 3 3 3 1 3 5 5 3 3 4 33 66.00 0 4 2 1 4 0 2 0 5 1 5 3 3 3 4 5 3 5 1 4 4 59 56.19 5 5 0 5 4 3 3 3 3 2 4 3 0 1 3 1 2
M C Q 15 5 4 3 1 3 2 3 1 3 4 29 58.00 2 4 2 3 2 1 2 4 3 0 4 3 3 3 4 3 3 4 2 4 3 59 56.19 3 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 1 1 3 2 4 2 3 3 1 2
M Q 16 4 3 3 2 2 3 1 1 2 2 23 46.00 2 3 4 4 1 3 3 4 3 3 1 3 1 3 1 3 1 2 2 1 2 50 47.62 1 4 1 2 4 4 3 4 2 0 3 0 1 2 1 3 4 2 5 2
M Q 17 3 4 4 2 5 5 5 4 3 2 37 74.00 2 3 1 2 2 1 2 3 2 4 4 4 5 4 3 3 4 2 4 3 58 58.00 4 3 1 2 3 5 2 2 1 4 5 0 2 5 3 4 1 2
M C Q 18 4 3 2 0 4 3 2 2 5 5 30 60.00 1 4 2 3 1 2 5 1 3 1 3 0 5 3 0 5 4 3 2 4 4 56 53.33 3 3 5 1 5 4 5 2 1 1 3 4 2 0 0 5 1 3 0 1
SC Q 19 2 4 3 3 1 3 1 1 3 4 25 50.00 3 4 1 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 0 2 45 45.00 3 3 3 2 1 3 4 4 2 1 3 4 1 0 2 4 5
M C Q 20 4 3 1 3 3 2 4 2 3 2 27 54.00 3 2 5 3 1 2 4 5 1 1 4 1 4 3 3 3 2 3 1 4 3 58 55.24 4 0 3 2 4 5 1 2 4 4 4 4 2 1 0 4 2 3 1 0
M C Q 21 1 4 2 1 3 4 3 0 1 0 19 38.00 4 3 1 2 0 3 4 2 2 3 4 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 2 49 51.58 3 4 2 5 4 4 3 1 0 4 3 2 4 1 1 5 2 2 1
SC Q 22 4 3 3 3 4 1 3 2 4 2 29 58.00 3 2 2 1 2 2 3 5 3 0 3 2 2 4 3 4 4 3 2 4 3 57 54.29 4 3 1 3 4 3 3 4 2 2 3 2 5 1 2 4 4 3 3 0
SC Q 23 4 3 2 4 3 3 1 1 2 23 51.11 4 3 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 2 1 3 55 52.38 3 1 3 4 3 3 4 4 2 1 3 0 5 0 0 5 0 3 1 2
M Q 24 4 3 4 4 1 3 3 2 3 3 30 60.00 2 5 2 0 2 0 1 3 5 3 4 0 2 4 1 3 2 4 2 2 3 50 47.62 2 3 2 3 3 4 5 5 1 2 3 3 3 2 1 4 2 3 2 2
SC Q 25 3 4 4 2 2 4 2 5 5 4 35 70.00 2 1 3 1 3 1 1 1 3 0 0 3 3 3 2 3 2 4 1 3 4 44 41.90 4 3 1 4 3 3 4 4 2 2 3 4 2 4 1 2 3 2 2
SC Q 26 5 3 3 1 3 3 3 2 3 2 28 56.00 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 1 4 3 48 48.00 3 2 0 3 3 3 3 3 1 2 3 2 2 3 3 2 3
SC Q 27 1 3 3 2 0 3 3 4 1 1 21 42.00 2 1 2 1 4 1 3 1 2 4 4 2 3 2 0 3 2 3 1 1 2 44 41.90 4 3 2 4 4 5 4 3 2 1 2 1 1 0 2 4 2 4 2 0
M C Q 28 3 4 0 1 3 1 0 2 4 3 21 42.00 2 4 2 1 2 1 2 1 3 3 3 3 2 4 3 4 3 4 2 1 3 53 50.48 4 3 1 3 0 3 3 4 2 2 4 3 5 0 1 5 1 4 1 2
SC Q 29 2 1 3 2 3 2 3 4 2 2 24 48.00 4 2 2 3 3 4 3 1 3 3 3 4 2 4 3 2 3 4 3 4 3 63 60.00 4 3 1 3 4 3 3 3 2 2 1 3 3 2 2 0 4 3 2 3
M C Q 30 4 2 4 2 3 4 3 3 3 1 29 58.00 4 1 2 0 2 2 2 3 2 2 4 3 2 0 0 1 0 2 3 3 38 38.00 3 3 2 4 4 4 1 3 3 2 3 4 5 0 1 5 3 5 1
SC Q 31 2 3 2 2 3 3 1 2 2 3 23 46.00 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 3 2 4 2 3 3 3 4 4 3 3 3 58 58.00 3 1 2 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 4 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 4
M C Q 32 2 3 2 2 3 2 3 2 1 2 22 44.00 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 45 50.00 3 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 3 1 2 3 4 2
M C Q 33 2 3 2 1 3 3 3 3 2 2 24 48.00 1 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 2 2 3 2 3 2 3 3 3 3 1 3 52 49.52 4 2 1 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 4 3 2 2 2 3
M C Q 34 4 4 5 2 3 2 3 2 4 3 32 64.00 1 2 1 3 2 1 2 2 3 1 4 3 4 3 2 3 4 2 2 1 46 46.00 3 3 2 3 3 3 4 3 1 4 2 2 4 3 4 4 3 2
SC Q35 2 5 4 1 4 4 4 4 4 32 71.11 2 3 0 1 1 3 1 3 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 1 2 5 50 52.63 3 3 1 4 3 3 3 4 1 3 3 2 1 4 2 4 2 2 1
SC Q36 2 3 3 3 3 1 0 2 3 2 22 44.00 3 3 4 2 3 2 4 2 3 1 3 4 4 3 4 2 4 3 2 0 1 57 54.29 1 3 0 0 3 2 4 2 2 3 3 4 2 1 1 2 3 5 1 1
M C Q37 4 4 4 2 4 4 3 4 3 4 36 72.00 2 4 2 0 1 2 2 2 3 1 4 3 2 3 4 4 4 4 2 3 3 55 52.38 3 4 1 4 4 4 5 3 1 1 3 4 1 0 3 3 3 1 1
SC Q38 4 3 2 4 3 0 0 2 3 0 21 42.00 3 3 1 3 5 2 3 3 4 3 1 3 4 4 4 4 3 1 1 4 2 61 58.10 3 4 2 3 3 4 3 4 1 2 4 0 5 4 5 0 3 2 1
SC Q39 1 3 4 1 3 1 5 3 4 0 25 50.00 3 3 5 2 3 2 3 5 3 4 2 3 0 3 3 3 0 3 2 2 5 59 56.19 4 4 1 1 2 3 3 2 4 0 3 3 2 2 2 0 3 1 2
M C Q 40 3 4 3 3 4 5 5 4 3 2 36 72.00 1 5 1 5 2 1 3 1 4 1 4 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 1 54 51.43 4 5 2 3 4 3 1 1 2 2 2 3 4 0 0 1 4 4 2 3
SC Q 41 2 3 3 3 2 0 3 3 0 0 19 38.00 1 2 3 3 2 4 2 2 1 2 2 2 3 1 1 3 3 3 3 4 2 49 46.67 3 2 4 3 5 0 1 4 2 2 2 5 1 1 3 2 0
M C Q 42 3 4 4 2 4 3 3 3 1 27 60.00 2 5 2 3 2 2 3 1 3 1 0 3 0 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 4 51 48.57 4 0 1 2 1 3 3 0 3 2 1 1 5 0 0 4 0 2 1
M C Q 43 3 3 4 2 4 2 2 2 3 1 26 52.00 4 4 1 1 1 3 3 1 4 4 3 4 3 5 0 3 4 2 0 4 5 59 56.19 5 3 0 4 4 4 3 3 0 2 3 4 3 0 3 4 3 5 1 2
M C Q 44 3 4 3 1 5 1 4 1 4 4 30 60.00 2 4 2 2 4 1 2 0 5 1 3 4 2 3 4 5 4 2 2 3 4 59 56.19 5 5 1 4 5 4 5 4 1 2 3 3 5 0 5 2 4 2 1
M C Q 45 2 2 3 2 1 3 2 4 2 4 25 50.00 4 3 1 5 1 2 1 5 4 4 2 4 0 2 2 3 4 1 2 2 4 56 53.33 3 3 5 4 3 2 3 4 1 2 3 0 4 1 4 2 4 3 1 2
M C Q 46 2 2 3 1 3 4 3 3 2 4 27 54.00 1 4 2 0 0 1 2 1 3 1 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 1 3 2 50 47.62 5 2 2 4 2 3 3 4 1 2 4 3 5 0 0 4 3 3 3
M C Q 47 4 3 3 2 3 5 3 2 3 28 62.22 1 1 2 3 2 1 2 3 1 3 3 1 4 4 5 4 4 0 4 3 51 51.00 3 4 2 5 4 4 4 0 1 3 4 0 4 3 1 3 2 3 3
M C Q 48 4 2 3 0 3 3 4 5 4 3 31 62.00 2 3 2 1 4 1 2 0 4 2 3 4 4 3 4 3 5 3 2 3 3 58 55.24 3 4 0 4 4 3 3 5 1 1 3 0 1 3 1 3 2 1
SC Q 49 3 1 2 1 3 3 1 3 1 3 21 42.00 2 2 3 2 5 1 5 3 4 3 3 2 3 2 3 4 2 1 3 1 54 54.00 3 1 2 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 1 0 4 2 3 2 3 3 1 2
SC Q 50 4 3 3 2 4 5 3 2 1 0 27 54.00 3 3 1 0 1 2 3 4 2 2 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 2 3 4 57 54.29 4 3 3 1 3 4 4 3 1 2 2 1 4 0 2 3 1 2
M Q51 4 4 3 2 3 2 3 4 5 4 34 68.00 2 2 4 5 3 3 2 1 4 1 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 0 4 3 58 55.24 2 4 1 4 3 3 2 2 2 2 0 1 5 0 1 0 2 2 2
M C Q 52 1 2 2 2 3 1 2 2 3 3 21 42.00 4 4 2 2 2 2 3 2 1 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 3 1 2 3 1 58 55.24 4 3 1 3 3 4 4 3 0 2 4 5 1 3 3 2 4 0 1 2
M Q 53 0 4 4 1 4 4 5 4 5 4 35 70.00 2 3 1 1 1 0 1 1 4 2 3 5 4 3 4 2 2 1 0 5 45 45.00 4 4 0 4 4 3 4 2 1 1 0 4 2 1 1 2 3 3 1 2
M C Q 54 3 2 3 2 2 2 3 4 4 25 55.56 0 2 2 2 2 5 0 5 3 1 1 2 3 1 3 0 5 4 3 4 3 51 48.57 2 0 2 3 4 3 5 4 2 3 1 0 0 3 4 0 2
M C Q 55 2 4 4 0 4 3 2 5 5 4 33 66.00 1 4 0 2 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 3 4 4 3 3 4 4 1 3 4 54 51.43 5 5 0 4 4 4 4 4 1 2 4 5 2 3 4 1 3 3 3 3
SC Q 56 3 2 3 2 3 3 4 1 3 3 27 54.00 2 0 3 5 2 3 5 3 2 1 0 5 1 1 4 1 4 4 5 3 0 54 51.43 4 4 5 2 3 3 4 1 2 2 3 3 4 3 0 5 0 0 2 1
M C Q 57 3 4 4 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 31 62.00 2 4 0 3 1 1 3 2 4 1 3 4 3 4 4 5 3 3 1 3 3 57 54.29 4 4 1 3 4 4 3 4 3 2 3 3 3 3 4 5 4 4 0 2
SC Q 58 4 3 3 2 4 5 3 3 3 4 34 68.00 0 4 2 2 2 1 0 1 3 3 3 2 3 4 4 4 5 4 2 4 4 57 54.29 3 0 4 3 3 4 3 1 2 4 5 3 4 5 4 1 2 2 1
SC Q 59 5 3 3 1 1 3 2 3 1 3 25 50.00 1 3 4 5 1 0 1 2 2 4 3 4 3 1 3 2 3 4 2 2 4 54 51.43 3 4 2 0 4 4 0 4 2 1 1 4 2 4 5 3 2 1
M C Q 60 4 4 4 2 3 3 3 5 3 0 31 62.00 4 5 1 2 2 2 2 1 3 5 2 3 3 3 3 3 5 3 1 2 3 58 55.24 4 3 2 0 0 4 5 3 1 1 3 3 2 3 3 1 3 4 0 2
M C Q 61 5 3 3 2 3 4 3 3 4 3 33 66.00 2 2 4 1 0 2 2 2 1 4 3 4 3 5 5 4 2 3 4 53 55.79 4 3 1 3 5 4 5 4 1 0 4 1 4 2 1 4 1 2 2 1
M C Q 62 4 3 3 2 4 3 3 3 3 3 31 62.00 1 3 2 2 3 0 4 0 4 2 3 5 3 2 5 0 1 3 1 3 3 50 47.62 2 2 0 4 4 4 3 0 3 0 4 3 1 3 4 1 3 5 1 2
M C Q 63 4 2 3 2 4 2 4 3 3 3 30 60.00 2 3 3 0 1 0 4 1 4 1 4 5 4 4 3 4 5 5 2 5 3 63 60.00 3 3 1 3 4 4 3 4 1 2 4 3 2 4 1 1 3 2 0 1
SC Q 64 2 4 3 2 3 4 5 5 4 4 36 72.00 3 3 2 3 1 2 3 2 1 3 4 4 4 4 4 0 5 3 5 3 5 64 60.95 5 5 2 5 3 3 4 3 2 1 5 4 0 4 2 3 3 0 2
M C Q 65 3 4 4 1 4 5 4 3 4 5 37 74.00 1 3 1 3 2 1 0 1 3 3 1 3 4 4 3 3 3 1 5 4 49 49.00 4 2 1 4 3 5 4 5 1 2 3 3 4 1 0 4 1 3 2
SC Q 66 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 5 4 34 68.00 1 4 3 2 2 3 0 2 3 4 3 2 2 3 0 3 4 3 1 3 3 51 48.57 0 4 2 3 4 0 3 2 4 0 1 4 0 3 3 4
SC Q 67 3 5 5 4 3 4 3 3 3 2 35 70.00 1 0 0 2 1 3 3 2 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 1 4 4 53 50.48 4 1 1 1 3 3 3 0 3 4 1 1 4 0 3 4 4 0 3 2
M C Q68 4 2 3 1 0 5 2 1 3 4 25 50.00 0 4 2 2 2 1 0 1 2 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 1 4 4 52 49.52 1 4 0 4 2 4 4 4 2 0 5 1 5 1 2 2 0 2 1
SC Q69 4 3 4 1 3 2 3 2 3 25 55.56 4 3 0 2 3 0 2 3 3 1 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 3 55 55.00 3 3 2 4 4 3 4 4 1 2 3 2 0 0 4 0 2 2
M C Q70 4 4 4 2 4 3 3 3 0 2 29 58.00 2 2 2 1 1 0 2 2 4 1 4 2 4 4 3 3 2 3 3 4 3 52 49.52 3 4 1 4 3 5 5 4 2 1 3 4 2 0 0 4 1 2 2 1
SC Q 71 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 3 2 26 52.00 2 3 3 1 5 5 1 3 3 1 2 4 2 4 2 3 0 4 5 3 0 56 53.33 3 3 5 3 3 4 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 4 3 2 5 5 2 0
SC Q72 2 4 3 2 2 2 4 3 3 3 28 56.00 2 3 2 4 3 4 3 4 1 3 5 2 4 3 4 2 3 3 2 3 5 65 61.90 3 1 3 3 4 3 5 5 1 2 3 3 3 3 5 3 1 1 2
SC Q73 3 3 3 3 3 2 4 3 3 5 32 64.00 2 3 3 0 2 0 2 3 3 3 5 4 3 3 2 5 3 3 2 3 4 58 55.24 4 3 4 4 3 4 2 0 1 3 3 5 0 1 4 1 4 2 2
SC Q 74 3 4 3 3 2 3 5 5 5 4 37 74.00 2 3 1 3 2 2 2 2 5 1 3 3 4 5 5 4 3 2 0 5 5 62 59.05 4 4 1 4 3 3 3 3 2 2 4 3 2 4 4 2 3 3 5 4
SC Q 75 3 3 4 2 4 4 4 2 1 3 30 60.00 3 2 3 3 3 2 2 4 1 2 0 3 3 3 3 5 3 2 2 4 53 53.00 4 4 1 5 3 5 3 5 1 1 3 4 3 5 3 2 3 4 0 1
SC Q76 4 4 5 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 36 72.00 1 5 2 3 2 3 2 3 3 1 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 2 3 3 61 58.10 4 4 2 4 3 4 2 1 4 2 2 3 1 2 3 3 1 3 1 2
SC Q 77 3 3 1 3 3 3 4 3 2 25 55.56 1 0 2 2 2 1 3 3 3 3 2 3 0 3 3 3 4 1 4 3 46 46.00 0 3 1 3 4 1 0 4 2 1 4 4 5 1 4 3 1 2
57.90 52.21
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Direct commitment to H&S (Q1 to Q10)
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CC CD CE CF CG CH CI CJ CK CL CM CN CO CP CQ CR CS CT CU CV CW CX CY CZ DA DB DC CC CD CE CF CG CH CI CJ CK CL CM CN CO CP CQ CR CS CT CU CW CX CY CZ DA DB DC DE DF DG DH DI DK
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 2 3 4 5 6
(a) (b) (c)  (d) (e)  (f)  (g)  (a) (b) (c)  (d) (e)  (f)  (a) (b) (c)  (d) (e)  (f)  (g) (h)
(a) (b) (a) (b) (c)  (d) (e)  (f)  (g) (h) (i) (a) (b) (c)  (d) (e)  (f)  
52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62
3 2 4 59 51.30 135 49.96 1 2 4 2 4 4 5 4 25 71.43 1 1 1 1 1 1
5 0 47 47.00 124 54.10 8 3 3 4 3 3 5 3 24 68.57 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 2 2 3 62 51.67 141 50.89 1 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 27 77.14 1 1 1 1 1
3 3 0 3 57 54.29 131 50.67 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 28 80.00 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 4 1 3 55 50.00 125 47.62 2 4 3 3 4 4 4 5 27 77.14 1 1 1 1 1 1
5 3 2 3 64 58.18 140 58.15 5 2 2 2 4 5 5 5 25 71.43 / 1 1 1 1 1
3 2 3 3 61 53.04 151 57.43 1 4 4 5 2 3 4 3 25 71.43 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
4 1 2 4 63 52.50 147 55.34 - 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 22 62.86 1 1 1 1 1
3 4 2 3 66 55.00 145 53.54 - 4 3 2 2 4 5 4 24 68.57 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 5 1 3 70 60.87 169 65.34 1 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 26 74.29 1 1 1 1 1 1
4 3 3 2 62 53.91 151 57.05 1 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 27 77.14 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 3 0 2 64 53.33 156 57.81 - 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 34 97.14 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 2 2 4 75 62.50 164 59.56 - 5 5 3 3 4 5 4 29 82.86 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 4 2 4 60 57.14 152 59.78 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 24 68.57 1 1 1 1 1
3 4 2 4 61 55.45 149 56.55 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 21 60.00 1 1 1 1 1 1
4 3 0 3 58 48.33 131 47.32 - 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 24 68.57 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 4 2 4 62 56.36 157 62.79 3 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 30 85.71 1 1 1 1
2 4 2 4 61 50.83 147 54.72 - 5 4 3 3 4 5 5 29 82.86 1 1 1
3 4 2 2 56 53.33 126 49.44 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 29 82.86 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
4 3 2 3 62 51.67 147 53.63 - 3 3 2 3 5 5 4 25 71.43 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 3 2 3 61 53.04 129 47.54 3 4 5 4 3 4 5 4 29 82.86 1 1 1 1
4 4 1 3 68 56.67 154 56.32 - 4 3 3 3 4 5 5 27 77.14 1
3 4 1 3 58 48.33 136 50.61 1 2 3 4 4 3 4 4 24 68.57 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 4 0 3 63 52.50 143 53.37 - 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 30 85.71 1 1 1 1
4 4 2 4 67 58.26 146 56.72 1 4 4 4 5 4 3 3 27 77.14 1 1 1 1 1
3 3 1 3 51 48.57 127 50.86 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 26 74.29 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 3 1 2 59 49.17 124 44.36 - 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 31 88.57 1 1 1 1 1
4 3 1 4 63 52.50 137 48.33 - 2 2 5 5 4 3 3 24 68.57 1 1 1 1 1
3 4 2 4 64 53.33 151 53.78 - 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 30 85.71 1 1 1 1
4 4 2 4 70 60.87 137 52.29 2 4 2 2 2 2 2 3 17 48.57 1 1 1
3 3 3 3 66 55.00 147 53.00 1 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 27 77.14 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 3 48 50.53 115 48.18 8 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 21 60.00 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 3 2 3 62 51.67 138 49.73 - 3 2 4 4 13 37.14 1 1 1 1 1 1
4 3 1 4 65 59.09 143 56.36 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 21 60.00 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 4 2 5 63 54.78 145 59.51 4 3 4 3 3 3 4 4 24 68.57 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 5 1 4 54 45.00 133 47.76 - 5 3 4 5 5 5 4 31 88.57 1 1 1 1 1 1
4 4 1 3 61 53.04 152 59.14 1 4 3 3 5 5 5 5 30 85.71 1 1 1 1 1 1
4 2 2 4 65 56.52 147 52.21 1 2 3 4 4 4 4 5 26 74.29 1 1 1 1 1 1
4 3 3 5 57 49.57 141 51.92 1 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 30 85.71 1 1 1 1 1
4 4 2 3 63 52.50 153 58.64 - 3 5 4 4 5 4 4 29 82.86 1 1 1 1 1
5 5 1 4 55 50.00 123 44.89 2 4 3 5 4 4 3 2 25 71.43 1 1 1 1 1
3 4 2 4 46 40.00 124 49.52 2 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 33 94.29 1 1 1 1 1
2 1 2 4 65 54.17 150 54.12 - 3 5 5 5 3 3 3 27 77.14 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 5 1 5 75 65.22 164 60.47 1 5 4 3 3 3 3 3 24 68.57 1 1 1 1
2 5 1 3 65 54.17 146 52.50 - 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 30 85.71 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 4 1 4 65 56.52 142 52.71 1 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 26 74.29 1 1 1
2 5 0 1 61 53.04 140 55.42 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 23 65.71 1 1 M D 1 1
5 4 1 4 56 50.91 145 56.05 2 4 1 2 2 2 3 14 40.00 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 4 2 3 65 54.17 140 50.06 1 3 4 4 5 4 5 4 29 82.86 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 4 2 4 56 50.91 140 53.06 2 4 3 3 4 4 3 3 24 68.57 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 2 3 2 47 40.87 139 54.70 1 3 3 3 4 3 4 3 23 65.71 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 4 2 3 64 53.33 143 50.19 - 3 4 4 4 3 2 3 23 65.71 1 1 1 1 1
4 4 0 3 57 47.50 137 54.17 1 1 2 2 2 4 5 5 21 60.00 1 1 / 1 1 1
5 3 0 4 50 47.62 126 50.58 4 5 3 3 4 5 3 5 28 80.00 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 4 2 4 77 64.17 164 60.53 - 3 5 4 4 4 4 5 29 82.86 1 1 1 1
4 3 0 4 62 51.67 143 52.37 - 4 3 4 2 4 4 4 25 71.43 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 4 1 5 76 63.33 164 59.87 - 5 5 3 3 3 3 3 25 71.43 1 1 1 1 1
2 4 2 3 65 56.52 156 59.60 1 5 3 5 3 2 5 5 28 80.00 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 4 0 3 56 50.91 135 50.78 2 4 4 4 3 3 3 5 26 74.29 / 1 1 1 1 1
4 3 2 4 60 50.00 149 55.75 - 4 5 4 4 3 4 5 29 82.86 1 1 1 1 1 1
5 4 2 2 65 54.17 151 58.65 2 3 5 5 3 5 4 3 28 80.00 1 1 1 1 1
5 4 1 3 62 51.67 143 53.76 - 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 23 65.71
5 4 1 4 63 52.50 156 57.50 - 5 4 3 4 4 4 4 28 80.00 1 1 1 1 1 1
4 5 1 4 70 60.87 170 64.61 1 4 4 4 5 3 3 5 28 80.00 1 1 1
4 5 1 3 65 56.52 151 59.84 2 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 30 85.71 1 1 1 1
3 1 3 3 47 47.00 132 54.52 4 3 3 3 2 2 4 5 22 62.86 1 1 1 1
3 3 2 3 56 46.67 144 55.71 - 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 19 54.29 1 1 1 1 1 1
4 4 1 4 57 49.57 134 49.70 1 4 4 4 4 5 3 5 29 82.86 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 3 2 4 54 49.09 134 53.22 4 3 2 5 4 3 4 4 25 71.43 1 1 1 1 1 1
5 4 2 2 64 53.33 145 53.62 - 4 5 4 5 4 3 3 28 80.00 1 1 1
5 5 0 5 76 63.33 158 56.22 - 3 4 4 4 5 5 5 30 85.71 1 1 1 1 1 /
3 1 1 59 53.64 152 57.18 2 5 4 4 4 3 3 3 26 74.29 1 1 1 1 1
5 2 3 4 64 55.65 154 58.30 1 3 5 3 3 5 3 5 27 77.14 1 1 1 1
1 2 2 2 70 58.33 169 63.79 - 3 3 4 5 2 3 3 23 65.71 1 1 1 1 1 1
4 4 1 3 72 60.00 155 57.67 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 11 31.43 1 1 1 1 1
3 4 2 4 64 53.33 161 61.14 - 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 22 62.86 1 1 1 1 1
3 3 0 4 53 48.18 124 49.91 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 24 68.57 1 1 1 1 1 1
53.33 54.48
0.98 0.96 0.94 0.94 1.17 0.98 0.94 0.88 0.92 0.84 0.84 0.82
3.33 3.52 1.54 3.34 2.66 3.56 3.58 3.59 3.65 3.71 3.87 3.91 73.91 0 4 4 7 9 29 15 40 16 4 3 3 3 40 5 6 1 1 2 2 5 9 26 17 1 2 9 3 8 2 7 1 43
0.12 0.23 -0.07 0.26 0.52 0.68 0.61 0.60 0.68 0.55 0.51
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Participant Information Sheet  
 
 
My name is Andrew  Oyen Arewa.  I am a researcher working at the University of Bolton.  We are working on a 
project looking at an appraisal of investments in health and safety in the UK construction industry.  We are 
talking to a number of experience construction workers in both large and small construction firms.  We have not 
chosen you because we think you practice unsafe acts. We want your opinion because we believe your 
experience in the construction industry will help us establish whether there is a relationship between health and 
safety and profitability.  
  
What will I have to do if I take part?  
  
If you agree to take part, we will ask you to answer some questions.  There aren’t any right or wrong answers – 
we just want to hear about your opinions.  The discussion should take about an hour at the longest.  Please note 
that some of the questions will relate to your personal history and experiences in the construction industry.  
  
Do I have to take part?  
  
Taking part is voluntary.  If you don’t want to take part, you do not have to give a reason and no pressure will 
be out on you to try and change your mind.  You can pull out of the discussion at any time.  Please note, if you 
choose not to participate, you are free to do so. 
 
 
If I agree to take part what happens to what I say?  
  
All the information you give us will be confidential and used for the purposes of this study only. The data will be 
collected and stored in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998 and will be disposed of in a secure 
manner.  The information will be used in a way that will not allow you to be identified individually.  The public or 
any individual will not be able to link any information provided by you.  However, we must inform management 
if:   
  
1.  you disclose details of any potential offence within this institution, which could lead to a 
prosecution.  So, you should not mention anybody’s name during this discussion;  
 
2.  you disclose details of any offence for which you have not yet been arrested, charged or convicted;  
 
3.  something you have said leads us to believe, that either your health and safety, or the health and 
safety of others around you, is at immediate risk;  
 
4.  something you have said leads us to believe that there is a threat to security.  
  
In these situations, we will inform an appropriate person, who may take the matter further.  
  
What do I do now?  
  
Think about the information on this sheet, and ask me if you are not sure about anything.  If you agree to take 
part, sign the consent form.  The consent form will not be used to identify you.  It will be filed separately from all 
other information.  If, after the discussion, you want any more information about the study, please advise me.  
  
If you feel upset after the discussion and need help dealing with your feelings, it is very important that 
you talk to someone right away.  
  
The contact details for the person to talk to are:  
  
Name: Dr. Peter Farrell, Tel: 01204903426 . Email: P.Farrell@bolton.ac.uk 
  
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP!  
 
 APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF BOLTON RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE  
 
L:\AQAS\Common\Research\Research Ethics\Example 1 Participant.doc 
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Academic Interview questions 
 
 
 
Please answer the following questions based on your experience in the context of construction project. 
 
 
1. Generally, how would you describe level of compliance to health and safety 
practice in the construction industry?  
 
2. What do you think are the impediments to health and safety best practice in the 
construction industry? 
 
3. Most literature suggests that, large companies are better than small and medium 
enterprises (SMEs) in term of commitment to health and safety. Do you agree? 
 
4. Do you believe that, spending on preventive health and safety by construction 
firms enhances their overall financial performance?  
 
5. From your experience, do you believe that compliance to good health and safety 
practice helps organisations avoid undue remedial costs of safety?  
 
6. Do you believe that adherence to health and safety best practice enhances 
construction contractor’s profitability? 
 
7. Can you give some examples of best practice that you feel have contributed 
particularly well to improving health and safety performance? 
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Sample 1: Transcript of interview … Head of health and safety in 
Olympic Delivery Authority, London  
 
Date: October 11 2012 
Venue of interview: Rebook Stadium, Bolton 
 
Researcher 
 
Good morning …. I am Andrew Arewa from the University of Bolton. I am a postgraduate student. I 
am carrying out a research in area of Construction management. As I said earlier thanks for granting 
me audience or allowing me to interview you, actually the research has been going on for some time 
now and we are actually looking evidence on whether commitment to health and safety influences 
the profitability of construction organisations.  The major issue actually is ... for instance I have 
spoken to lot of Project Manager and the major issue seem to be that, the problem of health and 
safety in construction is mainly with the smaller companies in the industry. For instance, most guys in 
large firm often see the need to uphold safety best practice, but the storey appears not to be the 
same with the small firms. That is your take on these issues? 
 
Interviewee number 4 
 
I think there are number of reasons responsible, if you own a company and when you 
normally tender for work with more experience or repeated clients for the work, they are 
likely to include minimum for health and safety standard because they know you got to 
compliance with the CDM regulation per person. The SMEs are more likely to negotiate 
work with one of client which probably do not know that they have to include or make 
provision for health and safety and they do not normally brace up for that responsibility. So 
the first reason why a larger company will be more concern about health and safety, will be 
to put them in the right place in other to win market in the right field. And not wining work is 
a risk any experience organisation wouldn’t want to take and that would be one reason.  
 
Ehmm, the second reason could be, ehmm, if you think about the frequency accident even 
in companies that are not well right, you are not looking at accidents at such a great 
frequency that is already for the small firms they see health and safety as cost without a 
huge benefit. But if you own or manage a company and you have a number of people 
working for you and are more likely to make for better health and safety provision to prevent 
injuries and to recognise that these things are a bordering on your business and are worth 
investing on by making sure you avoid them. I think there are different reasons, and I don’t 
think people are callously indifferent to other people to pay them suffering or something like 
that;  I think is genuinely a lack of recognition that it could happen to them to the effect that 
it could be their business. And already to the small firms could actually prejudice the 
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continuants of that organisation. Whereas, for large company it (may) or does not represent 
a great risk. So it is worth identifying, with more practical and effects to the business. I think 
large company see a reputation risk when it comes to issues like this, the small business do 
not see that. Often what we relied upon is reputation, public perception, the difficulty of 
recruiting people, training them and the difficulties of having good image before clients and 
all of that. And of course, if you are a large company with many sites you are more likely to 
be visited by the HSE than the small company.  
 
And if you are a small builder changes are that you are below the rider than get not noticed. 
You know, I think it is a very complex situation we are in trying to identify leverage that 
encourage various scale of organisations to take health and safety seriously. And I think the 
worse thing is that a lot of people think that getting health and safety better if not perfect is 
hugely expensive and disruptive, I think we got to employ a lot of consultants, got to have a 
lot of training, get to keep stopping work because of negative safety incident and so on. And 
I think, identifying health and safety need more of a facilitator and an enabler, yes this is 
one of the arguments. I thinks is part of your research and that is why I was please to 
partake in the interview exercise.  
 
We did a lot and you can access them in the legacy website that may be useful to your 
research; some of these things are anecdotal and some are data supported. And what I am 
going to say, I will try and differentiate between the two. So will give you an example of the 
anecdotal, Ehmm, on a particular day, I was visiting the Game’s village site (ODA) and in 
particular I was in the Poly–clinic which was being completed just two away from 
completion, I don’t think it is appropriate to name the contractors, but for your purpose i will 
name them but in paper I don’t it will be right. The contractor for the Poly–clinic was XXXXX 
and they were on an amount to pressure to complete and the project was slightly late and 
one of the reason why I insisted to visit the site was, whenever there is pressure on project 
or contractor health and safety is at risk. So, was out to satisfy myself of what might or 
going to occur. So why I was on the site, I met supervisor, senior supervisor and his 
manager from a contractor who has been putting in windows and the one that is putting 
windows was now putting in glazing panels in an ‘ample with’ that represent the out barriers  
and I asked the supervisor what is it like working in the athletic village?  
 
From health and safety point of view I was interest generally, He said the first thing is that 
when we arrived we have to have daily activity briefing and we have to every morning get 
people out there and to get health and safety briefing and spend a few minute talking to 
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staff on what next to be done, about the work we are going to do that day.  Of course I knew 
that, health and meeting was really compulsory, and he said we just think it was a waste of 
time every morning. And we are in a tight schedule and we are bid on a fix price and we 
want to get bonus for the worker, we initially thought it was a waste to 10 minutes. It seems 
ridiculous, but you know what we now do it across the whole company on all of our sites, 
because when we started doing it, very reluctantly we started getting feedback from the 
small gang of men we brought unto sites about problem with material and equipments, with 
access, with transport and it became a few minute about how getting the job down and I 
know you introduce this for safety reasons. But, of course for us it became a production 
issues.  
 
We improved our productive by 10% and now we do it across the whole company. So we 
create and opportunity to talk about health and safety but it actually translate to how to 
getting the job done well. And it reminded me of a conversation I have heard with people in 
a different sectors. You ever year the European Union Agency for Health and Safety have 
annual focus and topic about a particular health and safety topic and on this particular year 
it was stressed mainly on psycho-social stress, pressure of work and all that, and the 
world event to reward all these companies and there was all these rubbish about days were 
there was a man with moustache, people we giving body treatment therapy and all those 
stuff,   really stupid. But, Juddan Cereals the people that make all kind of body products, 
there storey was that they introduce morning meeting with their supervisor in the ward 
before work start and worker who knew that there were problem in the production line knew 
that the machine was down and the product wouldn’t go through. For the first time they 
have been given a forum where they can raise the issues, in order for it to be addressed. 
Stress level went down because people felt more comfortable because they feel they come 
together with one voice to address common issues affecting their production and surprise 
their productive went up.    
 
Because when the supervisor was told about what the problem was it gave him opportunity 
to do something to something about it. So this is not just for construction it could work in 
another working area of life. The idea of getting together your staff at the beginning of any 
shift reminding them about machine, regarding them to be safety conscious  and warning 
them of all potential hazard that they may likely come in contact during the day bust 
productive mightily.  So such meeting is not just about health and safety it also offers 
opportunity to talk about other issues of the day and make sure it is properly sorted. And 
when I take that to the next level, one of the companies that ehmm, game village where we 
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need to put kitchen in took the daily activity talk of the day they give their supervisor a little 
form with some things to check and at the back for it free text and they asked the supervisor 
after briefing to go to the work area with the guys just to check properly if it was quite set for 
them to do the job properly for them to carry out their job for the day, and if the work 
changes dramatically or a different task crop in later in the day the supervisor is oblique to 
do it again.  
 
And they find that, doing this has reduced their accident rate, which means the work 
environment is better set-up for the job. So, I think setting up the job properly, using the 
activity briefing, I think it very important for us in term of engagement, setting what to be 
done, which means you get the whole teams working in your eyes and in your arm. But it 
also means as much as health and safety is concern that getting health and safety right is 
getting production right, getting effective working right by reducing ineffective working. 
Anecdotally, I repeat I don’t have any data on this. There might be in individual companies. 
Generally, the impression that I get from many companies show that it does encourage 
effective working. It helps also to build teams that are mutually supported to each other. 
That also encourages productive. Now, will give another examples that are number based. 
We got really data.  
 
Researcher number 4 
 
Thanks Mr …, you virtually covered all I wanted to get from. But, in order to have 
comprehensive coverage of the questions I wanted to asked let quickly look at question 
number. How would you describe compliance to health and safety in the construction 
industry?  
 
Interviewee number 4 
 
It is actually difficult to measure compliance to best practice, it is very difficult, it am not 
saying the overall performance is bad, the quality of companies we employ, the degree of 
control of health and safety by the tier one companies down to the supply chain means that 
the legal compliances to health and safety wasn’t the issues for us. For us it has gone 
beyond compliance to achieving higher standard. When you think about companies duties 
and compare to statistics, 2004/05 ehmm, from April 2004 to September 2005 by late 
summer the HSE were publishing statistics of the previous years as they do every year. 
Right to London 2012, the Autumn in 2012 and that time we were estimating that there was 
going to be about 100,000,000 (hundred million working hours, to build the venue, the 
Olympic park and the other venues. That includes the infrastructures, road storage facilities, 
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and all of that. If you look at the 2004/05 statistics and just treat it as an average and match 
it against actual incident rate of 100, 000 (hundred thousand) worker employed per annual 
you need to convert that to a AFR, if you look at the statistics against 100,000,000 hrs you 
we see or expect 2 – 3 fatalities and about a thousand RIDDOR reportable of accidents of 
which over 10% will be life changing injuries.  
 
And we thought that was unacceptable, so in a way we started work by 2005 on site, 
business as usual we give us some level of death and injuries that is unacceptable, but in 
the main, if you talk to business or companies concerned, they will tell you we tried to 
compliance to health and safety rules, in all they are not thieves or murders and they are 
not out there to break the law whether it is crime or health and safety laws, so in the main, 
the will say they were trying to compliance with the law. So in general, although in the main 
you may ask me what was my position or experience in all this. Although, there are law 
breaks in the business of health and safety, some are generally out there.  
 
The truth is that, legal compliance wasn’t the drive for our programme, and there was many 
things we identified, were you say that is a breach of regulation. Is more to do with best 
practice to health and safety is not been applied here, so among the better contractors and 
the larger companies as well, I thinks there is a genuine and honest aim to be legally 
compliance and that failure is like honest aim to drive carefully but you can still have 
accident. Is a like you put a child at the back of the car and seat at the front and drive and 
say I don’t care if I have accident. Yes, some time with the upmost care accident still 
happen. I repeat, I think legal compliance is genuine among these companies. But most of 
them target zero harm, zero accident and all sort of safety campaign and beyond these 
targets and they try to do more than legal compliance, is a bid like look after your car, 
maintaining it properly, but every now and then you got to do your MOT and fix one thing or 
the other in the car. You don’t maintain your car to past MOT test but you do to make it 
reliable. And, I think, so the companies check that they have being legally compliance, but 
the compliance is not the drive for it, and those are the companies that I tends to work with, 
within recent years in the London 2012.  
 
Researcher 
 
I think it is a general believes among or across most large companies, because most 
companies we tell you know one want to commit an unsafe act on site, On that not I will go 
to question three, I am deliberately skipping question 2 because I am satisfied with your 
response on that. Most literature tends to say larger companies are better off, in terms of 
health and safety compare to SMEs. What is your view on these claims?  
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Interviewee number 4 
 
I think that is tricky; in all I think there is high level of commitment to health and safety with 
the large firm. I think from small firms perspective, if you look at the way they operate their 
employee may be their neighbour, brother or relative. And if you say, do you care about 
your employee’s safety they will definitely say YES. We send our weekend together we go 
drinking together, so I think there are a lot of small company that believe we can’t afford to 
meet full safety commitment requirement or they are ignorant. I think it is a big mistake to 
say it is always the large companies that don’t really care about health and safety.   Often 
the only manager will be visiting the hospital all the time, the Managing Director of a big 
company where there is major injury will simple seat in the office saying this is against what 
we want. But the manager of a company that employ’s five people will be visiting the 
hospital up to three times to see the people that have being injured. I think that is not always 
the care that because it is a small company there does always care about health and safety. 
I think is about, they don’t know or to make it safer to do something that will make them loss 
money or they couldn’t afford to provide standard safety requirement for their employees.  
 
Researcher 
 
That takes me to the next question relating to question 4. Recent statement credit to you by 
the Construction Magazine quoted you as saying ‘managing health and safety well is not a 
cost but an investment’. Please can you explain this claim? 
 
Interviewee number 4 
 
Yes, I will give a number of examples to explain all this and it is now published in our 
website you can go and have a look. The experience of most contractors that see HS as 
burden may be that what is imposed on they is a bit bureaucratic. What a lot of health and 
safety practitioners do, is that they think that, health and safety is always about being 
effective, and they keep on doing news thing in safety to make their working environment 
safer. But in the aspect of any business there are two things that you should try and do. 
One you should try to be more effective and the other you try to be more efficient. So if for 
example, say a simple minded example, if you have two work teams, and one of them every 
morning you have an hourly morning briefing with them every morning and the other you 
give five minute briefing of health and safety, if the accident rate of the team with 1 hours 
briefing is marginally lower compare to the team with 5 minute briefing, there are health and 
safety practitioners who will defend and defend a whole lot of hours for safety because it 
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bust productivity. Whereas, other will say 5 minutes make much business sense, how can 
we make the m=5 minutes to be 5 and half minutes to be effective marginally better as to, 
as effective as the hour in order not to put burden in our business; So they don’t think 
health and safety professional spend enough time trying to be efficient health and safety. I 
think they are exclusively focus on being effective and that means they are the one 
constantly pushing for more health and safety. whereas if it became more efficient you will 
end up with a lot of allies working together with you, because you become more respected 
by everyone else with their own agenda constant kind of getting the job do all the times.  
 
So let come to the number crunching example, where I said managing health and safety 
well is an investment and not just a cost. we are currently in a period where Neo liberal 
economist is assaulting health and safety. We have a government that is looking at 
dismantle some health and safety protections that have got, and its only talk about health 
and safety as a burden on business. So it is every important that people are clear about 
this. That all we defend is effectiveness, and if all we say is that there is a moral purpose, 
then the other people take control of the political ground.  
 
But if we show that good health and safety is good for business then we can enter their 
territory and challenge them that it is not economical to dismantle health and safety 
arrangement. It is very important we do this, otherwise if we lose this argument we will loss 
the standard we have fought for. And that is why in the cause of the programme (i.e. 
Olympic project) we worked with the Health and Safety Executive in appointing research 
teams to evaluate, the health and safety work we were doing, evaluating it independently 
and to get that independently peer reviewed within the period of the project and published in 
the appropriate journal. And the example I am going to give you is that of Institute of 
Appointment Studies, who was commission to look at our health and safety programme and 
in particular in a string rank piece of work, they carried out in specific term cost benefit 
analysis of the occupational hygiene work, the ill health prevention work and they have 
been able to demonstrate that in addition to reducing health and safety burden to the 
society from ill health and that result to sickness and absence from work, NHS cost, law firm 
and all that, they have been able to demonstrate that, in terms of getting the job done, and 
having a workforce that was fit to doing the job, that the ill health prevention programme that 
we introduce or operate have a return on investment that is very significant much more 
better than 10% which will be regarded as a normal good return on investment. In this case 
the return on investment was multiple on the investment.  
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And that work has been peer reviewed and is available on the learning legacy website and 
will be published in journal over the next one year. Now, that is just the ill health prevention 
programme, were as a client we argue that it is easier for contractors to do this. We paid for 
a very small team of occupational hygienist qualified as a  construction specialist at the 
same time qualified as a hygienist, to work with the designers and subsequently to work 
with the contractors in looking at the ways exposure to health and safety risk could be 
prevented or reduced or minimised in the cause of the preparation of the work, that once 
the work is on the way there should be minimal disruption and exposure to risk and ensure 
that people are fit to carry on with their job, they do not have to stop every 5 minute 
because of nastic smells od PPE and all that. And we were working on a programme were 
we were handling, 100 of 1,000 of contaminated soil, and because of that sustainability 
targets we were multiply cleaning up that soil in order to reuse it on site. Here we were 
handling this soil, cleaning it washing it up in order to reuse it on site, using bio-remedial 
techniques and all that, that means the people were potentially exposed 2, 3, 4 times to the 
contamination and we were working underground, and there were power lines and we were 
doing work with all the normal building materials you could expect mortars, coatings, 
diggers and we have one case of occupational disease in a 83 million working hours and 
that was concrete block technician who contaminated his overall with mortar, and roll the 
sieves up thereby having the contaminated soil having contact with his arms   and ended up 
developing or contacted contact demitasses.  
 
So, skin infection from the contaminated soil due to the alkaline from the mortar. There 
is no doubt in our minds that it was a good investment getting into it. But, at the end we 
know we were going to proof those sending several hundred pounds on occupational 
hygiene and several million pound across entire health and safety programme; we have to 
actually show that, it actually saved time on the programme. And another example which 
our occupational health provider quantified, is sticking to health at the moment, people say 
that is the most difficult to measure because of it long time impact or long time of 
manifestation. By having an onsite treatment services, we reduced number of people that to 
go to A&E for treatment by just calculating the time saved by the injured workers, whereas 
in most cases they will be accompanied by a s colleague so we have actually loss two 
worker time, so we just made the assumption that it was a single worker to be more 
conservative and when you look at the cost of one ill health treatment services, compared to 
the loss time because we got the medical service to keep a record of here they would have 
normally refer someone to A&E and whether they were able to treat them on site. So if you 
get something in your eyes off to A&E instead, the workers have their eyes clean and that 
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take them back to work immediately. Remember, if you go to A&E, you spend an hour 
travelling there, an hour to queue waiting for service, time of treatment and travel back to 
site and depending on the time it happens you don’t see the worker for the rest of the day. 
So there is evidence from the AFR evaluation that, having a medical service onsite saves 
times and money instead of referring someone to the hospital or A&E. So there is 
evidence that the whole ill health programme reducing ill health generally. So and it is 
properly calculated, fully number crushed by the good solid evidence that occupational 
accident is an investment and yield return rather than been just a cost.  
 
Researcher 
 
Thanks very much Mr …, I think you have provides enough information with this interview. 
  
 Interviewee number 4 
 
Is that OK?  
 
Researcher 
 
Yes I am OK.  
 
Researcher 
 
Please permit to ask just one more question. Please can you give me example of best 
practice to health and safety in the Olympic stadium project? 
 
Interviewee number 4 
 
I have mention the daily briefing activity, and another thing we did and I have seen many 
companies now using is that again is on the website, we did what is call the visual standard. 
It is really simple and I will give a really good example of it. If you move that table, and take 
a photo and move it back and take a photo. You do the same with the fire door that is 
blocked with a lot of rubbish and you have a fire door that is clean with ease a access, you 
do it with a work way on site, got proper delineation of signage, and may be a concrete 
block between you and a work way and you have another work way with people just walking 
through with ease, no separation and no making. So all the time you are saying this is good 
                                                                Appendix E 
257 
 
practice and this bad practice but you have to show them with photos and you create a little 
booklet of what you say this is what we have got and make it clear the good practice. Give 
to the supervisor and say this is what we want it to look like and this is what we don’t want. 
You give to your manager and you say to them when you are going for your safety tour this 
is what you should watch out for.    
 
More so, all managers should be watchful of both the good and best practice and report 
them appropriately. Acknowledge the people in that area that they are doing a good job. 
Because it is a standing picture there is no ambiguity of we do not know what we where is 
expected of us. Given it to the supervisor simply empower them to tell others of what to do.  
Also, keeping the work place tidy, promoting a well organised and discipline site is best 
practice as well. Now, a lot of the companies working in our programme now use the visual 
approach to working on our site and it is very quick and efficient. We provide pin badges 
and reward systems and appreciate hard work. When we did survey on our sites we 
discover that people were generally happy that they were working a clean and safety site. 
That simple encouraged team spirit and improve productivity.  
 
Researcher  
 
Thanks very much Mr. … once again thanks for agreeing to participate in the interview. 
End of interview  
 
Sample 2: Transcript of interview … Managing Director of a small 
construction company 
 
Date: 03 September, 2012 
Venue of interview: Bolton construction site. 
 
Introduction  
 
Researcher  
 
The name of your company is …, I mine right?  
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Interviewee number 7 
 
Yes you are right.  
 
Researcher  
 
I am Andrew Arewa a researcher from the University of Bolton. As mentioned in my mail the 
research is purely an academic exercise and the aim is to ascertain the role of 
organisations commitment to health and safety with regards to the profitability of 
companies. Before I continue I will like to thank you for granting audience or for agreeing to 
participate in this interview.  
 
Interviewee number 7 
 
You are welcome 
 
Researcher   
 
Before, go to the question, I will like to reiterate that, at any time you feel like pulling out of 
the interview for whatsoever reasons you are free to do so.   
 
Researcher  
 
The first question is, how you will describe commitment to health and safety in the 
construction industry; regardless, of companies’ size - large or small in construction 
industry? 
 
Interviewee number 7 
 
Ehmm, I am a member of HISHA, I deem Health and safety to be far right at the bottom of 
the industry. As a business in my company we take health and safety seriously. It is the first 
thing we have to look at in our business. To be sincere I do not generally get the same 
feeling from our contractors. In facts some of our contractors considered health and safety 
as a nuisance, and they do what they want to do. However, we do train them by tell them to 
carry out their duty safely. 
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Researcher  
 
Let go to question number 2. There is this saying that health and safety is the best 
investment you can think of, it is not what it cost but what safety saves for organisation; a 
quote from BP Plc –MD. Base on this statement, do agree that upholding health and safety 
best practice contribute to your organisation’s profitability? 
 
Interviewee number 7 
 
No I don’t think it increases or decreases profitability. Only for the fact that you couldn’t for 
health and safety legislation ignore safety because a single adverse safety incident may 
make you loss entire business empire. When we follow health and safety best practice we 
do release that certain among of our budget is spent on health and safety and if we do not 
have an accident we may actually have more money. However, the fact that you could 
potentially kill somebody or somebody kills himself will far more increase safety 
expenditure. This will definitely affect profitability. 
 
Researcher  
 
Thanks very much. I will like to take you on your last statement. Of course in every site a lot 
of money is been committed into health and safety in various way for instance, safety 
training of staff, provision of PPE, provision of safety supervision, provision of toilet facilities, 
and so on. These expenses are can be seen as money use to provide preventive health 
and safety. The question here is do you believe that these expenses add up to you 
organisation profitability? 
 
Interviewee number 7 
 
No,  
 
Researcher  
 
Please can you briefly explain why you believe that it does not add up to your organisation’s 
profit? 
 
Interviewee number 7 
I think the question here is IF accident does happen. But if accident do not happen we still 
have to spend these sort of money any way to ensure we protect our staff and other in and 
around our sites to make sure accident do not happen. So I will like to argue that IF 
accident happens or not we still have to spend this money on safety. 
                                                                Appendix E 
260 
 
Researcher  
 
Recently, the UK Prime Minister was quoted as saying ‘... health and safety monster ... 
need to be removed to allow small business to flourish’. Based on this statement, do you 
consider health and safety practice in UK construction industry as nuisance?  
 
Interviewee number 7 
 
No, I can believe that in trying to help people prevent accident or safe their life is a 
nuisance. It can be a nuisance; rather it should be seen as a way of trying to improve well-
being on site. 
 
Researcher  
 
Thanks Mr. …, let me quickly go to the last question. How will you rate commitment to 
health and safety in the UK construction industry? 
 
Interviewee number 7 
 
Well when you read literature, there is this claim that health and safety in the UK is one of 
the best. Though, I can’t categorically compare our health and safety standard to other 
countries. However, when I see health and safety statistics published on regular basis I will 
be tempted to say that there is neglect in the system with regard to health and safety. For 
instance how many reportable accidents are actually reported? How many near misses are 
actually reported? If we examine carefully number of accident that actually happens, it is 
clear that there is that systematic neglect for health and safety especially by Small 
companies. Yes, it terms of commitment to safety, I will say very good but not excellent. My 
judgement is partially based on consideration that construction industry still have more 
death or high fatality compare to other industry. 
  
Researcher 
  
Good, I earlier said that was the last question, but your explanation just triggered some that 
is very important to this research which I can ignore. Why do you think accident is more 
frequent among the SMEs compare to large companies? 
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Interviewee number 7 
 
I think the major influence is the pressure of finance on SMEs and because it is more easy 
for large firms to instil zero target, because they have enough manpower on the job. Large 
companies have money to implement better safety policies and if it is not right for they can 
afford to change their programme and so on. It more difficult for smaller companies anyway, 
because they are more concern with getting the job done and go home or go away with 
their small profits, compare to large firm that have the well-withal. Primarily the problem with 
SMEs is money. 
 
I think cheaper prices involved in getting them and poor business evaluation analysis make 
smaller companies cut corners which is the non-adherence issues. I do agree that smaller 
companies make not have the full knowledge of what is required of them. Some may not be 
concern with the reputation of their business; I think the main issues is cost ... involved in 
providing health and safety as required may be SMEs main reasons. Large companies may 
have the resources to provide every safety requirements; as such large firms do not have to 
cut corners compare to smaller firms. I think we should know that managing health and 
safety to required standard could be expenses for SMEs in terms of management, material, 
skills and so on, large firms definitely will be better off providing better safety compare to 
smaller firms. Ehmm. … Generally from what I see most of the contractors we work with are 
smaller companies. In order, to work with us we make sure we integrate them into our 
safety systems; we make sure we vet every contractor before bringing them on board. We 
also teacher them what is required of them in term of health and safety conscious nature in 
the all the site we work. That is what we do. I know thing are pretty difficult at the moment 
and some of these smaller firms (for money reasons) will do anything to get a job thereby 
putting themselves at risk in the course of executing the job. But again that is while HSE is 
in place to monitor this kind of unsafe act out there. I think one think you can play with or cut 
corner with is people health and life of individual. The different between carryout a job safely 
may be between 5 to 15,000 thousand pounds but life is far more valuable than that.  
 
Researcher 
 
In essence, what I understand from what you have just explain is that smaller companies 
find it difficult to adhere to health and safety because of cost issues (low price involved in 
their jobs) and the general nature of smaller companies. 
 
 
                                                                Appendix E 
262 
 
Interviewee number 7 
Yeah, yeah, yeah  
  
Researcher 
 
Ehmm ... Mr. … thanks very much for agreeing to participate in this interview. I appreciate 
your time and the information provided. Basically that is the end of the interview.  
 
 
Sample 3: Transcript of interview with a … Government 
representative body 
 
Introduction 
 
Researcher 
 
Hello Mr. … as I said earlier I am Andrew Arewa, from the University of Bolton, Emm. The 
Interview is all about Health and Safety. These are the questions: Let quickly have a go at 
the questions and at any time if you feel like not continuing, you are very free to discontinue. 
 
Interviewee number 10 
 
Yeah, yeah, that is OK    
  
Researcher 
 
Let me just go straight to the first question: the First question is how would you describe 
commitment level to health and safety in the construction industry within the UK frame work? 
 
Interviewee number 10 
 
Within the UK, I thinks that, commitment to health and safety is very good, ehmm, 
obviously because it is a legal thing. ehmm as I said most companies who operate 
properly all aware of health and safety requirement. But ehmm, I think many companies ... 
smaller companies are not doing anything very different, ehmm but doing what there are 
being told to do, Though, there are skirmishes to make smaller companies comply to safety 
regulations. 
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Researcher 
 
Good, good, good. Still on question number one, you made mention of small companies 
within construction industry. What do you think are the constraints that make these smaller 
companies not to comply to health and safety rules and regulations? 
 
Interviewee number 10 
 
Emm, I think the Micro companies are fine because they are usually one man, two men and 
when it becomes 8 men to twenty men company that is when you start to have health and 
safety issues coming into it.  Perhaps, because they start very small, they usually do not 
understand what they are expected to do. As these companies start to grow, they starting 
understanding more stuff about health and safety and I know that any health and safety 
seminar and conference you go to are usually full of smaller companies. Basically, like of 
understanding what is required of them in terms of health and safety may be there major 
constraints. 
 
Researcher 
 
Thanks Mr, …  Let me quickly go to question number two, ehmm, ehmm, I have actually 
asked that question. Ok let go to question number three. Most literature suggests that large 
companies are better than smaller companies in terms of compliance to health and safety, 
do you agree to this suggestions? 
 
Interviewee number 10 
 
Emm, emm, with commitments, obviously large companies have bigger jobs and more jobs 
and so they are more committed emm, elm again what I see is that the better a large 
company help their supply chain smaller companies the better health and safety image for 
them (large companies). And I do believe that there are some large companies who are not 
doing that (carrying along smaller companies) especially with the present economic climate, 
when people term to start looking at lowest price instead of best value, then there is a 
temptation I guest to go with companies who cut their cost by cutting out things that will help 
promote health and safety. that is one possibility. Yes, I say large companies do have better 
commitments to health and safety. But there are smaller companies, that I am aware of that 
do have good strong commitment to health and safety, though it is a difficult one, and it does 
go from company to company. Ehmm those smaller companies, that I do know are very 
committed to health and safety, very committed to staff training, apprenticeships. 
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Researcher 
 
I think that is a right statement Mr. … it will be wrong to generalise that SMEs generally 
have poor safety record. I strongly agree with you on that Mr … 
 
Interviewee number 10 
 
I think as well that my background is actually in construction with mainly medium size 
companies.  Ehmm, I think the small companies the boss goes on site and will know every 
worker by name either by their first name or by their last name and though it not commitment 
to health and safety it is a personal commitment to people that work with you and that mean 
you know who is working for you and it could translate to looking after them. And in bigger 
companies that is quite tight that kind of relationship may be absent, because the workers 
believe they work for a company and there is no that close monitoring. Ehmm, as I said you 
can generalise. 
 
Researcher 
 
Thanks Mr,… from what you have said so far you are really vast in the field of 
construction. I will still like to take you on some issues you just made mention of. There is 
this knowledge that the larger companies within the construction industry have more 
resources to send staff to health and safety training, thus they are better than the smaller 
companies. And that, take us to the concept of best practice in health and safety.... Do you 
think that the culture of sending staff on safety training and commitment generally to health 
and safety enhances the profitability of organisations? 
 
Interviewee number 10 
 
Emm, Emm, I do think there is a correlation between commitment to health and safety and 
profitability, because I think that the person who works in a safe manner, also work within a 
the conditions that will reduce defects, reduce poor workmanship, ehmm and other aspect 
that will infringe on profitability. To me it comes down to lean construction, where you think 
of the process of eliminating waste within the entire process. And for me, accidents are just 
form of waste, not just number of how many people involved in accidents but the amount of 
money needed to put things right or put thing back in place if accidents happens or health 
and safety breaches happen it cost money, and so if and if you can ensure that your 
workforce know what they are doing then you are cutting all waste of all accidents that may 
be waiting to happen. For instance, laying Bricklayer off for half a day work or scaffolders 
off when health and safety breaches occurs, you know you have to get an ambulance all 
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lead to waste of time and money. I do think that there is correlation between health and 
safety and profitability.  Companies that are more health and safety conscious are more  
ehmm, ehmm I mean do have better chance of making some money 
 
Researcher 
 
That is good. Quickly the last question, Can you give us a good ehmm, example of health 
and safety best practice or a clear example of commitment to health and safety in 
construction site?. When I say commitment I mean companies that look after their staff 
welfare and do everything to avoid accident on site within the SMEs not large companies? 
It could be clean of sites, training, and purchase of safety equipment and so on.  
 
Interviewee number 10 
 
Yes, we deal with a company called Collion Ltd in Preston, Ehmm we run construction best 
practice award them each year in the North West. This company Collin has always have 
excellence commitment to health and safety and submission and the SME company of the 
year (mean this year) is a company called Wardens Construction I think they are around 
Blackpool area, Hem and I think that have shown fantastic commitment to health and 
safety among others things as well. The Judges feels that what they were doing with 
regards to hem looking at Constructing Excellence using construction models is very good. 
I mean they have excellence submission to what they set themselves to do and what they 
are actually doing to encourage themselves in the past twelve’s months and to encourage 
the culture of collaborative working internally and that culture to work with clients as well. To 
me those are companies that really have good stuff in terms of commitments, elmm, ehmm 
in Rochdale there is PLP Construction who is also very good as well.  
 
Researcher 
 
Sorry I know you are not in a very good position to know there financial situation of these 
companies you just mentioned because you just mentioned about three or four companies 
you feel has good commitment to health and safety. Perchance or by way of discussing with 
these companies Chief executives or their workforce  do you have or try to know about their 
economic performance of these firms? 
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Interviewee number 10 
 
Ehmm ehmm, yes some company’s manager does believe that health and safety is an 
integral part of their business other does dispute that though. In view, manager companies’ 
manager consider health and safety a major boost to their business 
 
Researcher 
  
I know it is not part of your job to know about their financial performance, I just want to know 
how healthy are these companies in term of financial performance? 
 
Interviewee number 10 
 
Emm generally they are still in business and I think over the past 3 to 4 years for a small 
company to past through the present economic condition with strong commitment to health 
and safety means that they are doing something right. Ehmm all of these companies tend to 
be striving ehmm ehmm considering the present economic situation. Certainly, I will they are 
doing a good stuff and are doing well in terms of performance.  
 
Researcher 
 
Thank you very much Mr. … that is the end of the interview. I don’t want to take much of 
your time. I appreciate the time you have sent with me.   
 
End of interview 
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RESEARCH ETHICS CHECKLIST Form RE1 
This checklist should be completed for every research project which involves human 
participants.  It is used to identify whether a full application for ethics approval needs to be 
submitted. 
 
Before completing this form, please refer to the University Code of Practice on Ethical 
Standards for Research Involving Human Participants.  The principal investigator and, 
where the principal investigator is a student, the supervisor, is responsible for exercising 
appropriate professional judgment in this review. 
 
This checklist must be completed before potential participants are approached to take 
part in any research. 
 
Section I:  Applicant Details 
 
1. Name of Researcher 
(applicant): 
Andrew Oyen Arewa 
2. Status  Postgraduate student 
3. Email Address: Aa1gta@bolton.ac.uk 
4a. Contact Address: Engineering, Sport and Science Academic group – University 
of Bolton 
4b. Telephone Number: +44 (0) 1204 903527 
 
Section II:  Project Details 
5. Project Title:  
 
Section III:  For Students Only: 
6. Course title and module name and 
number where appropriate School/Centre: 
PhD research in Construction Management – 
Engineering, Sport and Science Academic group 
 
7.Supervisor’s or module leader’s name: Dr. Peter Farrell 
8. Email address: P.Farrell@bolton.ac.uk 
9. Telephone extension:: 01204 903426  (ext. 3426) 
Declaration by Researcher (Please tick the appropriate boxes) 
 I have read the University’s Code of Practice 
 The topic merits further research 
 I have the skills to carry out the research 
 The participant information sheet, if needed, is appropriate 
 The procedures for recruitment and obtaining informed consent, if needed, are appropriate 
 The research is exempt from further ethics review according to current University guidelines 
Comments from Researcher, and/or from Supervisor if  Researcher is Undergraduate or Taught 
Postgraduate student: 
An appropriate participant information sheet has been prepared for use. 
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Section IV:  Research Checklist 
Please answer each question by ticking the appropriate box: 
 YES NO 
1. Will the study involve participants who are particularly vulnerable or who 
may be unable to give informed consent (e.g. children, people with learning 
disabilities, emotional difficulties, problems with understanding and/or 
communication, your own students)? 
  
2. Will the study require the co-operation of a gatekeeper for initial access to 
the groups or individuals to be recruited (e.g. students at school, members of self-
help group, residents of nursing home)? 
  
3. Will deception be necessary, i.e. will participants take part without knowing 
the true purpose of the study or without their knowledge/consent at the time (e.g. 
covert observation of people in non-public places)? 
  
4. Will the study involve discussion of topics which the participants may find 
sensitive (e.g. sexual activity, own drug use)? 
  
5. Will drugs, placebos or other substances (e.g. food substances, alcohol, 
nicotine, vitamins) be administered to or ingested by participants or will the study 
involve invasive, intrusive or potentially harmful procedures of any kind? 
  
6. Will blood or tissues samples be obtained from participants?   
7. Will pain or more than mild discomfort be likely to result from the study?   
8. Could the study induce psychological stress or anxiety or cause harm or 
negative consequences beyond the risks encountered in normal life? 
  
9. Will the study involve prolonged or repetitive testing?   
10. Will financial inducements (other than reasonable expenses and 
compensation for time) be offered to participants? 
  
11. Will participants’ right to withdraw from the study at any time be withheld or 
not made explicit? 
  
12. Will participants’ anonymity be compromised or their right to anonymity be 
withheld or information they give be identifiable as theirs? 
  
13. Might permission for the study need to be sought from the researcher’s or 
from participants’ employer?  
  
14. Will the study involve recruitment of patients or staff through the NHS?   
 
If ALL items in the Declaration are ticked AND if you have answered NO to ALL 
questions in Section IV, send the completed and signed Form RE1 to your 
School/Centre Research Ethics Officer for information.  You may proceed with the 
research but should follow any subsequent guidance or requests from the 
School/Centre Research Ethics Officer or your supervisor/module leader where 
appropriate.  Undergraduate and taught postgraduate students should retain a copy 
of this form and submit it with their research report or dissertation (bound in at the 
beginning).  Work which is submitted without the appropriate ethics form will be 
returned unassessed. 
 
If ANY of the items in the Declaration are not ticked AND / OR if you have answered 
YES to ANY of the questions in Section IV, you will need to describe more fully in 
Section V of the form below how you plan to deal with the ethical issues raised by 
your research.  This does not mean that you cannot do the research, only that 
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your proposal will need to be approved by the School/Centre Research Ethics 
Officer or School/Centre Research Ethics Committee or Sub-committee.  When 
submitting the form as described in the above paragraph you should substitute 
the original Section V with the version authorized by the School/Centre 
Research Ethics officer. 
 
If you answered YES to question 14, you will also have to submit an application to 
the appropriate external health authority ethics committee, after you have received 
approval from the School/Centre Research Ethics Officer/Committee and, where 
appropriate, the University Research Ethics Committee.  
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List of SME companies that recorded exceptional item costs in 
profit/loss accounts and list of companies prosecuted for various 
health and safety breaches 
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S/No.
N ame o f  co mpany F ines o r 
kno wn 
appro ximat
e remedial 
co st  (£)
D ate o f  
safety 
incidents
Web 
address 
A ct /  regulat io n breached N ature o f  
o ffence
1 Company 6 70,690 13/01/2009 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-se-
0111.htm
Breaching Regulat ion 22(1)(a) 
Construct ion (Design and M anagement) 
Regulat ions 2007
Fall f rom 
height
2 Company 8 100,000 01/09/2010 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-e-
48.htm
Breaching the Health and Safety at Work 
etc Act 1974 
Fatality a 
Child fell f rom 
f lat  roof 
3 Company 11 152,000 12/06/2008 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-e-
48.htm
Breaching Sect ion 2(1) of the Health and 
Safety at Work etc. Act 1974.
Contractor 
Fined Over 
Worker’s 
Death
4 Company 14 28/06/2008 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-e-
48.htm
Breaching sect ion 2(1), relat ing to its own 
staff , and sect ion 3(1), relat ing to 
members of the public and other workers, 
of  the Health and Safety at Work etc Act 
1974
Worker killed
5 Company 18 110,000 05/10/2009 http:/ /www.wo
rkplacelaw.net/
services/news/
13173/develop
er-f ined-110-
000-for-
injuries-to-
Breaching Sect ion 2 (1) of the Health and 
Safety at Work etc Act 1974 for failing to 
ensure that a safe system of work was in 
place and for inadequate training and 
supervision of the work. 
Fatality 
following fall 
f rom height 
(10 metres). 
6 Company 28 32,000 17/11/2/2010 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-e-
48.htm
Breaching sect ion 2(1), relat ing to its own 
staff , and sect ion 3(1), relat ing to 
members of the public and other workers, 
of  the Health and Safety at Work etc Act 
1974
Fined for 
Failing to 
M anage 
Asbestos
7 Company 30 80,200 20/07/2008 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-e-
48.htm
Breaching Regulat ion 22(1)(a) 
Construct ion (Design and M anagement) 
Regulat ions 2007
Worker killed
8 Company 32 42,000 04/02/ 2008 http:/ /www.bu
sinesslawnott in
gham.co.uk/use
ful-
resources/new
sletter-archive-
by-topic/health-
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974, 
Sect ion 2, Sub Sect ion 1
Company 
Fined Over 
M otorway 
Construct ion 
Site Death
9 Company 33 75,000 + 
46,106.79
14/04/2007/
08
http:/ /www.cn
plus.co.uk/com
panies/compan
y-
strategy/safety
/ lovell-
Breaching Sect ion 3(1) of the Health and 
Safety at Work etc. Act 1974.
Fatality - fall 
f rom height (8 
metres)
10 Company 39 29,000 18/02/2010 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-e-
48.htm
Breaching Sect ion 3(1) of the Health and 
Safety at Work etc. Act 1974 
M obile 
elevator 
overturned,  
workers 
injuired and 
public put at  
risk.
11 Company 43 140,000 16/09/2011 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-se-
msasbestos.ht
m
Contravening sect ions 2(1) and 3(1) of 
the Health and Safety at Work etc Act 
1974. 
Contractor 
f ined for 
putt ing 
members of 
the public at 
risk and 
exposure to 
asbesto
12 Company 56 18,000 28/11/2011 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-ldn-
arsenal.htm
Breaching Sect ion 3(1) of the Health and 
Safety at Work etc.
Worker leg  
amputated due 
to site injuries
13 Company 68 60,000 20/08/2008 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-nw-
02ameymouche
l.htm
Breaching sect ion 2(1), relat ing to its own 
staff , and sect ion 3(1), relat ing to 
members of the public and other workers, 
of  the Health and Safety at Work etc Act 
1974
Employee 
injuried by  
cherry picker 
14 Company 43 200,000 11/06/2012 http:/ /www.wo
rksmanagement
.co.uk/Health-
and-
Safety/news/si
ta-uk-f ined-
Breaching Sect ion 3(1) of the Health and 
Safety at Work etc. Act 1974 
Employee 
crushed to 
death by a 
JCB 
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15 Company 17 60,000 05/08/2007 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-nw-
02ameymouche
l.htm
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
 Liverpool 
highways 
worker's fatal 
fall
16 Company 31 23,453 05/12/2012 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-e-
48.htm
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Company 
f ined after 
worker falls 
f rom balcony
17 Tingley Joinery and Building 
Services
7,600 12/10/2009 
and 
18/04/2009
http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-e-
48.htm
Breaching the Health and Safety at Work 
etc Act 1974 
Wakef ield 
builder f ined 
for dangerous 
gas work
18 United Crane Services Ltd 90,000 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-e-
48.htm
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Worker killed
19 Anson Packaging Ltd and 
Cambs Compressor 
Engineering Ltd
68,030 21/12/2011 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-e-
48.htm
20 V.Page Building Services Ltd 100,000 07/09/2011 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-e-
48.htm
Breaching the Health and Safety at Work 
etc Act 1974 
21 F G Construct ion (Nott ingham) 
Ltd
250,000 09/02/2009 http:/ /www.bu
sinesslawnott in
gham.co.uk/use
ful-resources/
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974, 
Sect ion 2, Sub Sect ion 1
22 Carillion JM  Limited 185,000.00 20/11/2008 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/prosec
ut ions/case/ca
se_details.asp
?SF=CN&SV=
4180345
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Employee 
strucked by a 
reversing 
vehicle. 
23 PA Realisat ions Ltd 171,000 12/03/2008 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/prosec
ut ions/breach/
breach_list .asp
?PN=109&ST=
B&CO=%2C+A
ND&SN=F%2C
+F&x=31&SF=H
Breaching the Health and Safety at Work 
etc Act 1974 
An employee 
struck by a 
reversing 
vehicle
24 Styles & Wood Limited 32,000 18/03/2008 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974, 
Sect ion 2, Sub Sect ion 1
Fall f rom 
height
25 Willmott  Dixon Construct ion 
Ltd
75000 + 50,000 13/09/2011 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-se-
msasbestos.ht
m
Breaching sect ion 2(1), relat ing to its own 
staff , and sect ion 3(1), relat ing to 
members of the public and other workers, 
of  the Health and Safety at Work etc Act 
1974
construct ion 
workers 
exposed to 
asbestos risk 
26 M arks and Spencer plc £1 million 09/09/2011 http:/ /www.hse
.gov.uk/press/
2011/coi-se-
msasbestos.ht
m
Breaching sect ion 2(1), relat ing to its own 
staff , and sect ion 3(1), relat ing to 
members of the public and other workers, 
of  the Health and Safety at Work etc Act 
1974
construct ion 
workers 
exposed to 
asbestos risk 
S/ N o . D efendant 's  N ame F ine £ H earing  
D ate
C ase /  
B reach
A ct/  regulat io n breached R esult
1
M orspan Construct ion Limited
0 16/05/2011
42286280/05
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
2
R P Traff ic M anagement Ltd
100,000.00 19/10/2010
41967370/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
3
M organ Estate
12,000.00 23/06/2010
41896830/02 M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999
Guilty-Fine
4
Corvale Ltd
2,667.00 07/05/2010
41898060/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
5
Kendall Varley Ltd
2,000.00 07/04/2010
41768670/02 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Guilty-Fine
6
M eldrum Construct ion 
Services Ltd.
4,500.00 07/01/2010
41845710/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
7
Lovell Partnerships Limited
75,000.00 09/11/2009 40416800/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
8
Volkerf itzpatrick Limited
6,000.00 13/10/2009 41828360/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
9
M B Plast ics Ltd
150,000.00 19/06/2009
41022430/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
10
Sea Technical Services Limited
15,000.00 15/06/2009
41211110/01
Diving at Work Regs 1997 Guilty-Fine
List of SMEs' companies - prosecuted for various health and safety breaches between 2007 to 2013
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11
C Sneade Limited
5,000.00 16/03/2009
40937990/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
12
Universal Construct ion 
Services Ltd.,
40,000.00 10/02/2009
40745450/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
13
Steve Emery Roof ing Limited
2,000.00 26/09/2008
41249450/02
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 Guilty-Fine
14
F G Construct ion (Nott ingham) 
Ltd
7,500.00 18/09/2008
40758650/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
15
Cast leoak Construct ion Ltd
4,000.00 11/07/2008
41171280/03
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 Guilty-Fine
16
Allied Welsh Limited
25,000.00 06/06/2008
40857120/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
17
Rysman Investments Limited
18,000.00 14/04/2008
41047130/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
18
Euro Underpinning Limited
0 14/11/2007
40406520/01
Electricity at Work
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
19
Euro Underpinning Limited
15,000.00 14/11/2007
40406520/03
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
20
W H M alcolm Limited
100,000.00 22/10/2007
20157370/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
21
F & B Limited
1,800.00 29/05/2007
40399730/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
22
Dawson-Wam Ltd
75,000.00 23/04/2007
40180150/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
23
M arine Contract Divers
1,000.00 29/03/2007
40607510/01 Employers Liability Compulsory Insurance 
/  5
Guilty-Fine
24
Consolidate Ltd
3,500.00 09/02/2007
40322620/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
25
M aylim Limited
18,000.00 25/11/2011
42157050/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
26
Kim Barker Construct ion Ltd
13,000.00 16/11/2011
42572490/01
Electricity at Work Guilty-Fine
27
JC Irvine Ltd
6,000.00 27/10/2011
42384120/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
28 Jason Lunt 0 20/10/2011 42381050/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-
Community/Pri
son 
Suspended
29
Ashacre Limited
15,000.00 18/10/2011
42579780/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
30
Styles & Wood Limited
50,000.00 26/09/2011
41758330/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
31
Elegance Building Contractors 
Limited
6,015.00 23/09/2011
42562670/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
32
Pineview Interiors Limited
10,000.00 15/09/2011
42420120/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
33
Aquacoat Limited
5,000.00 08/09/2011
42346360/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
34
J F Finnegan Limited
15,000.00 06/09/2011
42358420/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
35
Kubik Homes Ltd
8,000.00 30/08/2011
42467330/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
36
Bellway Developments Ltd
8,000.00 30/08/2011
42467340/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
37
Walker Group (Scot land) 
Limited
8,000.00 27/07/2011
41935620/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
38
N K Brunwin (Roof ing) Limited
2,000.00 15/07/2011
41767530/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
39
N K Brunwin (Roof ing) Limited
4,000.00 15/07/2011
41767530/02 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
40
Euro Earthworks Ltd
20,000.00 07/07/2011
42307130/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
41
H Cope & Sons Limited
7,500.00 06/07/2011
42468450/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Guilty-Fine
42
Regentford Ltd
250,000.00 14/06/2011
41915690/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
43
Brendan Flynn Construct ion
8,000.00 09/06/2011
42353460/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
44
Evenacre Colmore Row Ltd
3,500.00 09/06/2011
42479750/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
45
John Todd Ltd
10,000.00 03/06/2011
42300000/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
46
Johnson Scaffold Services
4,500.00 01/06/2011
42338690/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
47
Johnson Scaffold Services
3,000.00 01/06/2011
42338690/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
48
Options Propert ies Limited
18,000.00 27/05/2011
42370450/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
49
Precis Holdings Ltd
60,000.00 23/05/2011
42027110/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  4
Guilty-Fine
50
Hydro Plant Ltd
7,000.00 19/05/2011
42332570/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
51
Central (High Rise) Ltd
65,000.00 13/05/2011
41970870/03
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
52
Central (High Rise) Ltd
35,000.00 13/05/2011
42076120/02
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
53
Churchill Propert ies (Southern) 
Ltd
2,800.00 11/05/2011 42380120/01
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Guilty-Fine
54
Prest ige Homes Construct ion 
Company Ltd
5,000.00 06/05/2011 42246970/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
55
Triton Building Restorat ion 
Ltd
5,000.00 20/04/2011 42244630/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
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55
Triton Building Restorat ion 
Ltd
5,000.00 20/04/2011 42244630/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
56
C.L.C. Contractors Limited
5,000.00 18/04/2011 42275440/01
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
57
Epiphany Homes Limited
5,000.00 14/04/2011
41931260/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
58
Robertson Construct ion 
Central Limited
200,000.00 07/04/2011 41548110/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
59
The St irling Stone Group Plc
200,000.00 07/04/2011 41548460/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
60
J Paterson Haulage 
Contractors
13,300.00 29/03/2011
41473360/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
61
M ansell Construct ion Services 
Limited
50,000.00 28/03/2011
42233300/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Guilty-Fine
62
Woodlands Plant Hire Limited
10,000.00 28/03/2011
42233440/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
63
Woodlands Plant Hire Limited
20,000.00 28/03/2011
42233440/02 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
64
Canova UK Ltd
2,000.00 24/03/2011
42394990/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
65
Quarnmill Construct ion Limited
13,000.00 23/03/2011
42369050/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Guilty-Fine
66
Arcadia Group Limited
5,000.00 17/03/2011
42257500/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Guilty-Fine
67
Skyline Scaffolding Ltd
5,000.00 16/03/2011
42237420/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
68
Alan Fleischer Builders Ltd
1,500.00 15/03/2011 42349050/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
69
Broadlands (Builders) Limited
12,000.00 09/03/2011 42313210/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
70
Sanco Development Company 
Limited
2,000.00 08/03/2011 42274430/02 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
71
Brighton Construct ion Ltd
25,000.00 03/03/2011 42112450/01
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Guilty-Fine
72
City Response Ltd
5,000.00 03/03/2011
42333320/01 Control of  Substances Hazardous to 
Health Regs 2002
Guilty-Fine
73
O'Keefe Construct ion 
(Greenwich) Ltd
20,000.00 15/02/2011 42212640/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
74
Berry Estates Ltd
10,000.00 08/02/2011
42183040/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
75
Berry Estates Ltd
5,000.00 08/02/2011
42183040/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  37
Guilty-Fine
76
LCS Interiors Limited
10,000.00 07/02/2011
41984470/01 Provision and Use of Work Equip Regs 
1998
Guilty-Fine
77
Ken Brogden Ltd
6,600.00 28/01/2011
42117720/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
78
D.B. Gibbons (Construct ion) 
Limited
14,000.00 25/01/2011
41973390/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
79
Howper 291 Limited
10,000.00 21/01/2011
42512760/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
80
H Cope & Sons Limited
12,000.00 19/01/2011
42281130/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
81
2010 Rotherham Ltd
7,000.00 12/01/2011
42225750/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
82
Saleh Propert ies Limited
2,000.00 12/01/2011
42262770/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
83
D A Cook (Builders) Ltd
2,000.00 07/01/2011
42129570/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
84
Open Contracts Ltd
60,000.00 20/12/2010
41780970/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
85
Retro Future 2000 Ltd
7,000.00 25/11/2010 42233590/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
86
Ossian Construct ion Ltd
6,000.00 22/11/2010
40970820/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
87
Linden Ltd
7,500.00 22/11/2010
41701070/02 Provision and Use of Work Equip Regs 
1998
Guilty-Fine
88
Pacestone Construct ion 
Limited
13,000.00 15/11/2010 42227620/03
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Guilty-Fine
89
Russell Smith Limited
5,000.00 10/11/2010
42420590/03
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
90
Furber Roof ing Ltd
1,000.00 28/10/2010
42077230/01 M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999
Guilty-Fine
91
Glen M ill Group 
(Developments) Ltd
1 25/10/2010
42077230/02
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
92
Dwyer Engineering Services 
Ltd
20,000.00 11/10/2010 41230920/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
93
Dean Lotwick
4,000.00 07/10/2010 41964300/01
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Guilty-Fine
94
James Swinton and Company 
Limited
10,000.00 04/10/2010 42104620/01
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Guilty-Fine
95
Simon Jones Restorat ion and 
Re-design Limited
4,000.00 04/10/2010 41909360/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
96
JBB Homes Ltd
20,000.00 01/09/2010 41613540/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
97
James Burt
10,000.00 01/09/2010
41839180/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
98
Expanded Structures Limited
75,000.00 24/08/2010 42042660/01
Lif t ing Operat ions and Lif t ing Equipment 
Regulat ions 1998
Guilty-Fine
99
Greswolde Construct ion 
Limited
1,000.00 19/08/2010 41950230/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
100
Eastern Regional Shopf it ters 
Ltd
4,000.00 19/08/2010 41967100/01
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
101
Delme L James Ltd
8,000.00 16/08/2010 42128520/03
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
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99
Greswolde Construct ion 
Limited
1,000.00 19/08/2010 41950230/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
100
Eastern Regional Shopf it ters 
Ltd
4,000.00 19/08/2010 41967100/01
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
101
Delme L James Ltd
8,000.00 16/08/2010 42128520/03
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
102
Rushi Construct ion (UK) Ltd
4,000.00 10/08/2010
42087500/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
103
M r Vikas Patel
1,000.00 10/08/2010
42068200/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
104
M ult ibuild Limited
20,000.00 05/08/2010
41726760/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
105
Robert M urray
4,000.00 29/07/2010
41726970/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
106
Gee Construct ion Ltd
10,000.00 22/07/2010
42090820/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
107
James Thompson
10,000.00 15/07/2010
41994440/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
108
Randell & Janes Roof ing 
Specialists Ltd
2,000.00 05/07/2010 41964950/01
Provision and Use of Work Equip Regs 
1998
Guilty-Fine
109
Adam Phillips Plant Hire & 
Contractors Ltd
4,000.00 01/07/2010 42061100/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
110
P I B (UK) Ltd
30,000.00 29/06/2010 41263130/04 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
111
Alexson Homes Limited
3,300.00 24/06/2010
41892940/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
112
Donald Galt
100 17/06/2010
42026660/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
113
Sohail Hussain
1,000.00 02/06/2010
41204680/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
114
Norwegian Homes Ltd
4,500.00 26/05/2010
40873010/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
115
Savoir Developments Ltd
7,500.00 21/05/2010
42126330/01
Control of  Asbestos at Work Regs 2002
Guilty-Fine
116
Keith Gardner Services
7,000.00 21/05/2010
41779070/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
117
Jack Smith Builders Ltd
3,000.00 12/05/2010
41900740/02 M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999
Guilty-Fine
118
SDI Group UK Limited
80,000.00 07/05/2010
41921870/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
119
RM  Berwick Steel Erect ion 
Services Ltd
40,000.00 07/05/2010
41665530/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
120
John Doyle Construct ion Ltd
2,000.00 30/04/2010
41665580/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
121
Nationwide Building 
Contractors Ltd
1,500.00 22/04/2010 41521660/01
Lif t ing Operat ions and Lif t ing Equipment 
Regulat ions 1998
Guilty-Fine
122
RDM  Engineering
15,000.00 21/04/2010 41943990/01
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
123
Fire Escape Limited
3,500.00 20/04/2010 41943990/02
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
124
T M  N Fabricat ions Limited
7,500.00 19/04/2010
41742220/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
125
Illson (Builders & Contractors) 
Limited
3,000.00 07/04/2010
42253770/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
126
Illson (Builders & Contractors) 
Limited
2,000.00 07/04/2010
41914170/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
127
M organ Est PLC
3,000.00 30/03/2010
41768720/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
128
 L & S Kendra & Sons
18,000.00 24/03/2010
41768720/02 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Guilty-Fine
129
Scot ia Homes (North) Limited
4,000.00 17/03/2010
41913050/01 M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999
Guilty-Fine
130
Blairish Restorat ions Ltd
10,000.00 16/03/2010 41939590/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
131
Shane Homes Ltd
1,000.00 10/03/2010 41851910/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
132
Charles Anthony M olloy
1,500.00 09/03/2010
41567070/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
133
E J Construct ion
10,000.00 08/03/2010
41921220/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
134
Tony Hill
3,500.00 04/03/2010
41687110/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Guilty-Fine
135
Bryan Ellis Brown
1,000.00 04/03/2010
41921750/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
136
ZNS - Victor Buyck Joint 
Venture Limited
40,000.00 11/02/2010 41521390/04 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
137
Shepherd Construct ion Limited
20,000.00 03/02/2010 41775680/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
138
D C Kennedy (Homes) Ltd
7,500.00 29/01/2010 41184810/04
Lif t ing Operat ions and Lif t ing Equipment 
Regulat ions 1998
Guilty-Fine
139
Scotcare Preservat ion Limited
400 18/01/2010 41596290/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
140
Scotcare Preservat ion Limited
1,200.00 18/01/2010 41642630/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
141
Scotcare Preservat ion Limited
1,600.00 18/01/2010 41527400/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  21
Guilty-Fine
142
M erlin Homes (Wales) Ltd
10,000.00 17/01/2010 41527400/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
143
Citytex UK Ltd
10,000.00 12/01/2010 41527400/03 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
144
Angus William Naylor
8,000.00 07/01/2010 41527400/04 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  21
Guilty-Fine
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143
Citytex UK Ltd
10,000.00 12/01/2010 41527400/03 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
144
Angus William Naylor
8,000.00 07/01/2010 41527400/04 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  21
Guilty-Fine
145
Ian Brian Grif f iths
3,500.00 18/12/2009 42198420/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  33
Guilty-Fine
146
Stonehouse Design and Build
2,700.00 08/12/2009
41922910/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
147
M cAleer & Rushe Limited
45,000.00 23/11/2009
41852130/01
Control of  Asbestos at Work Regs 2002
Guilty-Fine
148
Lee Smith Carpentry Ltd
9,000.00 23/11/2009
40874290/03 Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
149
W A Fairhurst & Partners
25,200.00 09/11/2009
41478380/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
150
Laing O'Rourke Infrastructure 
Limited
75,000.00 06/11/2009 41506680/05 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
151
Industrial and Commercial 
Building Services Ltd
2,000.00 27/10/2009 41506710/01
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
152
Kevin Bennett
2,000.00 27/10/2009 40857560/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
153
G Baskerville Limited
8,000.00 16/10/2009 41474640/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
154
M anor Homes (M idlands) 
Limited
11,985.00 14/10/2009 41186260/04 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
155
Webber Trading Ltd
6,000.00 29/09/2009 41741560/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
156
Jeffrey Robinson
1,000.00 29/09/2009 41782580/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
157
Eimco Water Technologies Ltd
12,000.00 23/09/2009 41634760/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
158
M ansell Build Limited
12,500.00 04/09/2009 41747720/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
159
Gary Cusack
500 04/09/2009 41747770/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
160
Andrew Brightmore
2,500.00 04/09/2009 41678970/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
161
F Dewey Limited
10,000.00 17/08/2009 41241830/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
162
Property People NW Ltd
2,000.00 20/07/2009 41645360/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
163
Raymond Vincent
2,000.00 10/07/2009 41148960/01
M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999
Guilty-Fine
164
ECG Building M aintenance Ltd
37,000.00 09/07/2009 41291000/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
165
Fife Council
10,000.00 09/07/2009 41291000/02
Report ing of Injuries Diseases & 
Dangerous (1995)
Guilty-Fine
166
RNS Construct ion (Dorset) 
Ltd
4,000.00 07/07/2009 41191760/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
167
Discovery Homes (Scot land) 
Limited
40,000.00 08/06/2009 41617880/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
168
Shorts Group Ltd
5,000.00 22/05/2009 41544450/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
169
Richard Grif f in Construct ion 
Limited
1,000.00 20/05/2009 41659870/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
170
M  & J Drilling Services Ltd
3,000.00 19/05/2009 41333400/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
171
Hammond & Sons (Wales) Ltd
2,000.00 08/05/2009 41578690/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
172
Keen Construct ion Ltd
6,600.00 01/05/2009 41276730/03 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
173
Trevor M ark Smith
5,000.00 27/04/2009 41398330/02 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
174
L J M cLaren Engineering Ltd
10,000.00 24/04/2009 41275640/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
175
Paddle Limited
3,350.00 19/04/2009 41498640/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
176
P C Harrington Contractors 
Limited
150,000.00 03/04/2009 41593130/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
177
Robert Warren
500 31/03/2009 41917970/01
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Guilty-Fine
178
R J Heale and Company Ltd
2,500.00 24/03/2009 41583690/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
179
A. Carpenter & Son Limited
7,000.00 19/03/2009 41371590/01
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
180
Barr Limited
12,000.00 12/03/2009 41371590/02
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
181
Durable Contracts Ltd
25,000.00 05/03/2009 41441320/02 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
182
Allerton Dale And Co Ltd
1,500.00 05/03/2009 41393630/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
183
Randalls (Groundwork) Ltd
30,000.00 02/03/2009 41041510/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
184
Wynbrook Limited
10,000.00 25/02/2009 40854800/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
185
Dave Lee Limited
1,100.00 20/02/2009 41250410/01
M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999
Guilty-Fine
186
Patrick Joseph Walsh
2,500.00 10/02/2009 41355370/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
187
Ballenwood Propert ies Ltd
3,000.00 10/02/2009 40927090/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
188
Ballenwood Propert ies Ltd
1,000.00 10/02/2009 41372790/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
189
M  Harris
650 09/02/2009 41203050/03
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
190
Arthur David Fletcher
10,000.00 26/01/2009 41346270/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
191
Tricorn Construct ion Limited
10,000.00 16/01/2009 41346270/02
Report ing of Injuries Diseases & 
Dangerous (1995)
Guilty-Fine
192
R Goddard and Co. (Tisbury) 
Ltd.
10,000.00 16/12/2008 41194510/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
193
Dave Lucey Limited
15,000.00 16/12/2008 40800110/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
194
Lace M arket Propert ies Ltd
13,500.00 15/12/2008 41392330/02
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
195
Lace M arket Propert ies Ltd
3,500.00 15/12/2008 20140880/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
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188
Ballenwood Propert ies Ltd
1,000.00 10/02/2009 41372790/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
189
M  Harris
650 09/02/2009 41203050/03
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
190
Arthur David Fletcher
10,000.00 26/01/2009 41346270/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
191
Tricorn Construct ion Limited
10,000.00 16/01/2009 41346270/02
Report ing of Injuries Diseases & 
Dangerous (1995)
Guilty-Fine
192
R Goddard and Co. (Tisbury) 
Ltd.
10,000.00 16/12/2008 41194510/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
193
Dave Lucey Limited
15,000.00 16/12/2008 40800110/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
194
Lace M arket Propert ies Ltd
13,500.00 15/12/2008 41392330/02
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
195
Lace M arket Propert ies Ltd
3,500.00 15/12/2008 20140880/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
196
M irbaz Khan
2,500.00 12/12/2008 41193400/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
197
M irbaz Khan
1,000.00 12/12/2008 41193450/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
198
M irbaz Khan
1,500.00 12/12/2008 41151030/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
199
Edward Dean M elville
7,000.00 09/12/2008 41151030/02 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
200
A E & E Lent jes UK Limited
45,000.00 30/10/2008 41379020/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
201
E & F Joinery Ltd
20,000.00 28/10/2008 40463970/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
202
Colin Clif ford
2,500.00 24/10/2008 41016470/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
203
Crispin and Borst Ltd
10,000.00 14/10/2008 41244150/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
204
M r M ac Singh
2,000.00 08/10/2008 40406090/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
205
Chelford Propert ies Limited
3,000.00 01/10/2008 41317920/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
206
J & D Property Services Ltd
15,000.00 11/09/2008 41114090/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
207
Leach Structural Steelwork Ltd
10,000.00 09/09/2008 40990330/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
208
Scheldebouw (UK) Ltd
20,000.00 08/09/2008 41251550/01
Control of  Substances Hazardous to 
Health Regs 2002
Guilty-Fine
209
Brookf ield Construct ion (UK) 
Ltd
18,000.00 08/09/2008 41150220/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
210
J Guest Limited
2,000.00 08/09/2008 40986270/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
211
Prof ile Construct ion and 
Interiors Ltd
235 08/09/2008 40986290/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
212
William Birch and Sons Ltd
12,500.00 04/09/2008 41113940/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
213
Gary James M organ
1,200.00 29/08/2008 41113950/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
214
Ayrshire Building Construct ion 
Ltd
4,800.00 29/08/2008 41187570/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
215
Spanclad Construct ion Limited
80,000.00 08/08/2008 40972520/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
216
Wilden Developments Ltd
2,000.00 24/07/2008 40791260/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
217
Wates Construct ion Limited
7,000.00 18/07/2008 40791300/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
218
Hogarth (Construct ion) Limited
2,000.00 08/07/2008
40484670/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
219
F E Peacock Construct ion 
Limited
20,000.00 07/07/2008 41180130/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
220
M ichael Roys
0 27/06/2008 41132290/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Prison
221
A Imms Architects Design and 
Build
3,500.00 26/06/2008 41216160/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
222
M  U Propert ies
1,000.00 26/06/2008 41187550/01 Electricity at Work
Guilty-Fine
223
M  U Propert ies
1,500.00 26/06/2008 41124540/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
224
GM JV
4,000.00 29/05/2008 40663780/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
225
Winnington Construct ion Ltd
18,000.00 23/05/2008 41043100/01
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Guilty-Fine
226
Redworth Construct ion 
Limited
10,000.00 19/05/2008 41043100/02 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
227
Raymond Joseph Boyle
2,000.00 15/05/2008 41043100/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
228
M  W Scaffolding
4,000.00 09/05/2008 40961600/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
229
David Hill
2,500.00 09/05/2008 40869280/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
230
Trak Construct ion Limited
10,000.00 08/05/2008 41016740/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
231
Edwin Storey Builders Ltd
60,000.00 29/04/2008 40558450/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
232
M r Dean Henry Johnson
1,000.00 18/04/2008 40938320/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
233
Ellon Plant Hire
750 09/04/2008 41032760/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
234
Bowmer and Kirkland Limited
15,000.00 28/03/2008 40763190/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
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233
Ellon Plant Hire
750 09/04/2008 41032760/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
234
Bowmer and Kirkland Limited
15,000.00 28/03/2008 40763190/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
235
Del-a-Court  Ltd
3,500.00 27/03/2008 40496700/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
236
Colas Limited
90,000.00 19/03/2008 40821610/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
237
East Renfrewshire Council
1,000.00 19/03/2008 40068800/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
238
Alan Ingram
1,500.00 19/03/2008 40988990/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
239
Fred Amor
5,500.00 18/03/2008 40963150/01
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Guilty-Fine
240
Chalcroft  Limited
180,000.00 12/03/2008 41026640/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
241
Keltbray Limited
15,000.00 29/02/2008 40836090/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
242
Excelcare Developments Ltd
20,000.00 21/01/2008 40397010/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
243
Richard Turnbull
0 17/01/2008 40575620/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-
Condit ional 
Discharge/S4
2Or
244
Rawlings Construct ion Limited
2,000.00 17/01/2008 40105060/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
245
Hadden Construct ion Limited
2,500.00 21/12/2007 40406380/01
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
246
Gibbs and Son Builders
1,500.00 14/12/2007 40770290/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
247
Crestaway Ltd
13,000.00 12/12/2007 40689940/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
248
Copelare Ltd
5,000.00 26/11/2007 40499770/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
249
TG Beighton Limited
2,500.00 19/11/2007 40614040/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
250
TG Beighton Limited
750 19/11/2007 40840790/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
251
A W Cowan Groundworks Ltd
20,000.00 16/11/2007 40771940/01
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
252
M andale Commercial Ltd
1,500.00 16/11/2007 40655450/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  7
Guilty-Fine
253
Philip Wolstenholme
7,500.00 15/11/2007 40693630/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  37
Guilty-Fine
254
Dene Radford Gardner
30,000.00 14/11/2007 40693700/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  7
Guilty-Fine
255
Avon Lippiatt  Hobbs 
(Contract ing) Limited
4,500.00 08/11/2007 40539160/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
256
Supercraft  Structures Ltd
4,000.00 07/11/2007 40539240/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
257
Bison Concrete Products 
Limited
10,000.00 02/11/2007 40671030/02
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
258
S Y S (Scaffolding 
Contractors) Ltd
6,000.00 30/10/2007 40406360/04 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
259
Jenkins and M arr
2,000.00 29/10/2007 40569790/02 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
260
Archer Structures Limited
12,000.00 29/10/2007 40850540/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
261
Adaptive Living Ltd
15,000.00 26/10/2007 40742470/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
262
Hawkcrown Homes Ltd
2,000.00 24/10/2007 40903420/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
263
G Lee Roofing
2,500.00 19/10/2007 40755370/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
264
Pochin Construct ion Ltd
10,000.00 17/10/2007 40260000/01
Construct ion (Design and M anagement) 
Regulat ions 1994
Guilty-Fine
265
M  & B Builders
10,000.00 17/10/2007 40647520/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
266
Chalcroft  Limited
80,000.00 12/10/2007 40802320/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  22
Guilty-Fine
267
Angus M ackay
2700.00 08/10/2007 40713100/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
268
Dean Soley
500 04/10/2007 40780990/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
269
George Soley
1000.00 04/10/2007 40638520/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
270
Dawson-Wam Ltd
100,000.00 26/09/2007 40712190/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
271
Urbisity Ltd
40,000.00 26/09/2007 40112040/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
272
Welland & Deepings Internal 
Drainage Board
2,000.00 18/09/2007 20140540/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
273
RTP Construct ion Ltd
4,000.00 14/09/2007 40509250/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
274
Cast leway Developments 
Limited
30,000.00 24/08/2007 40522570/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
275
RM S Construct ion Services 
Limited
3,500.00 20/08/2007 40663970/01 Electricity at Work
Guilty-Fine
 Appendix G 
 
 280 
 
276
R R Richardson Plc
3,000.00 19/08/2007 40662340/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
277
Direct Construct ion Ltd
1,000.00 16/08/2007 40499790/02
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
278
W H M alcolm Limited
10,000.00 26/07/2007 40615820/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
279
P C Harrington Group
2,500.00 13/07/2007 40079970/03
M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999
Guilty-Fine
280
Robert Coulter & Son
2,000.00 04/07/2007 40721920/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
281
N W Construct ion Ltd
3,500.00 27/06/2007 40596100/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
282
William Verry (Facilit ies 
M anagement) Limited
8,000.00 27/06/2007 40686040/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
283
Dennis Wheeler Builder Ltd
6,000.00 21/06/2007 40963100/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
284
William Ashley Developments 
Limited
600 18/06/2007 40595910/01
Lif t ing Operat ions and Lif t ing Equipment 
Regulat ions 1998
Guilty-Fine
285
Skanska Rashleigh Weatherfoil 
Limited
30,000.00 15/06/2007 40540810/03
M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999
Guilty-Fine
286
M r Stephen Gordon 
Armstrong
5,000.00 13/06/2007 40562080/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
287
G & G L Storey
1,000.00 08/06/2007 40650730/02
Lif t ing Operat ions and Lif t ing Equipment 
Regulat ions 1998
Guilty-Fine
288
P J Carey (Contractors) 
Limited
100,000.00 07/06/2007 40735840/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
289
P Best Builders
2,500.00 01/06/2007 40607210/01
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
290
DGT Structures Ltd
3,000.00 29/05/2007 40557870/01 Control of  Asbestos at Work Regs 2002
Guilty-Fine
291
R Smith & Sons
1,000.00 25/05/2007 40211740/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
292
J Bailey & Sons Ltd
3,250.00 25/05/2007 40625850/01
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
293
Ardmore Construct ion Ltd
4,000.00 16/05/2007 40691330/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
294
Derby City Council
50,000.00 15/05/2007 40428250/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
295
Nawaz Pola
750 07/05/2007 40571100/02
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
296
C J M urf it t  Limited
14,000.00 04/05/2007 20428480/01 Control of  Asbestos at Work Regs 2002
Guilty-Fine
297
Kingspan Potton Limited
7,000.00 04/05/2007 40517520/01
M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999
Guilty-Fine
298
Crest Nicholson (South West) 
Ltd
7,000.00 04/05/2007 20153810/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
299
Bellairs Building Contractors 
Limited
5,000.00 25/04/2007 40211090/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
300
Dunelm Property Services 
Limited
15,000.00 17/04/2007 40504040/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
301
Telford Tower Scaffolding Ltd
35,000.00 16/04/2007 40520750/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
302
Pochin Construct ion Ltd
25,000.00 16/04/2007 40554710/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
303
Alliance Healthcare 
(Distribut ion) Limited
3,000.00 16/04/2007 40651920/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
304
Wye Valley Demolit ion Limited
6,000.00 16/04/2007 40557170/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
305
Robertson Homes Limited
2,000.00 16/04/2007 40315340/05 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  33
Guilty-Fine
306
Andrew Dickman t /a Dickman 
Developments
7,000.00 02/04/2007 40198770/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
307
Elias Building Projects Ltd
2,000.00 29/03/2007 40198900/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
308
GDM  Partnership Building 
Services Consultants Ltd
15,000.00 27/03/2007 40199060/01
Construct ion (Design and M anagement) 
Regulat ions 1994
Guilty-Fine
309
Amphion Construct ion Limited
2,500.00 27/03/2007 40314310/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
310
Re-Construct ion UK Ltd
50,000.00 23/03/2007 40515960/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
311
Re-Bau GmbH
50,000.00 23/03/2007 40439540/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
312
M r Kevin Breithaupt
2,500.00 23/03/2007 40488100/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
313
R P Tyson Construct ion Ltd
16,000.00 19/03/2007 40459250/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
314
London Central Bus Co Ltd
80,000.00 16/03/2007 40506070/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
315
Fisher Electrical M echanical 
Ltd
2,500.00 15/03/2007 40309630/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
316
Keigar Homes Limited
8,000.00 14/03/2007 40309670/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
317
Chatsworth Homes (South 
West) Ltd
1,500.00 06/03/2007 40454470/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
318
Stone Tec Limited
30,000.00 05/03/2007 40388870/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
319
M ichael Tony M ort imer
50,000.00 05/03/2007 40493650/01
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
320
M  F Hannaby
1,000.00 23/02/2007 40578170/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
321
Robert Lewis Parkins Ltd
12,500.00 22/02/2007 40478370/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
322
R J D Fabricat ions Ltd
14,000.00 22/02/2007 20142820/01
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
323
M ichael Peter Allison
1,500.00 22/02/2007 20144090/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
324
M r Keith Roshier
3,500.00 20/02/2007 40405730/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
325
Ian Charles M usto
2,000.00 14/02/2007 40405920/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
326
William Hargreaves Ltd
1,500.00 08/02/2007 40452940/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
327
Land & Building Services 
Limited
2,000.00 30/01/2007 40468900/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
328
Greswolde Construct ion 
Limited
0 19/08/2010 41917970/01
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  22 /
Guilty-
Fine/Other
329
Eastern Regional Shopf it ters 
Ltd
0 19/08/2010 41244150/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
330
HQ Leisure Ltd
0 23/02/2010 41324370/07
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  37 
/
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
331
Industrial and Commercial 
Building Services Ltd
0 27/10/2009 42572490/01 Electricity at Work /  4 /  3
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
332
M r Darren Fowler
0 20/07/2009 42384120/01
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  5 /
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
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320
M  F Hannaby
1,000.00 23/02/2007 40578170/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
321
Robert Lewis Parkins Ltd
12,500.00 22/02/2007 40478370/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
322
R J D Fabricat ions Ltd
14,000.00 22/02/2007 20142820/01
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
323
M ichael Peter Allison
1,500.00 22/02/2007 20144090/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
324
M r Keith Roshier
3,500.00 20/02/2007 40405730/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
325
Ian Charles M usto
2,000.00 14/02/2007 40405920/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
326
William Hargreaves Ltd
1,500.00 08/02/2007 40452940/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
327
Land & Building Services 
Limited
2,000.00 30/01/2007 40468900/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
328
Greswolde Construct ion 
Limited
0 19/08/2010 41917970/01
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  22 /
Guilty-
Fine/Other
329
Eastern Regional Shopf it ters 
Ltd
0 19/08/2010 41244150/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
330
HQ Leisure Ltd
0 23/02/2010 41324370/07
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  37 
/
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
331
Industrial and Commercial 
Building Services Ltd
0 27/10/2009 42572490/01 Electricity at Work /  4 /  3
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
332
M r Darren Fowler
0 20/07/2009 42384120/01
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  5 /
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
333
ECG Building M aintenance Ltd
1,700.00 09/07/2009 42562670/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  10 /  1
Guilty-Fine
334
K J Plant Developments Limited
10,000.00 09/07/2009 42420120/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
335
Dr A Al-Helu
800 31/03/2009 42346360/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3
Guilty-Fine
336
Peter Ernest Homes Ltd
0 06/01/2009 42358420/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  9 /
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
337
E & F Joinery Ltd
0 28/10/2008 42467330/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
338
J & D Property Services Ltd
12,000.00 11/09/2008 42467340/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
339
A Imms Architects Design and 
Build
3,000.00 26/06/2008 41935620/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /  1
Guilty-Fine
340
Philip Wolstenholme
0 23/06/2008 41767530/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3
Guilty-
Deferred/Pris
on
341
David Hast ie
2,500.00 09/05/2008 41767530/02
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  5 /
Guilty-Fine
342
Rawlings Construct ion Limited
1,500.00 17/01/2008 42165920/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  37 
/  1
Guilty-Fine
343
Rawlings Construct ion Limited
500 17/01/2008 42468450/01
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  29 /
Guilty-Fine
344
Crestaway Ltd
10,000.00 12/12/2007 42186760/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
345
Crestaway Ltd
1,000.00 12/12/2007 42353460/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
346
Crestaway Ltd
2,000.00 12/12/2007 42479750/01
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  11 /  1
Guilty-Fine
347
Philip Wolstenholme
5,000.00 15/11/2007 42367310/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
348
Philip Wolstenholme
2,500.00 15/11/2007 42027110/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  4 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
349
Dene Radford Gardner
0 14/11/2007 42027210/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
2
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
350
N W Construct ion Ltd
3,000.00 27/06/2007 42246970/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3
Guilty-Fine
351
Dunelm Property Services 
Limited
1,000.00 17/04/2007 42374990/01
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  29 /  1
Guilty-Fine
352
Dunelm Property Services 
Limited
14,000.00 17/04/2007 41931260/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
353
Robertson Homes Limited
500 16/04/2007 42343370/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
2
Guilty-Fine
354
Robertson Homes Limited
1,500.00 16/04/2007 42226960/01
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  16 /
Guilty-Fine
355
HBR (North) Ltd
8,000.00 22/02/2007 42233440/02
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  5 /
Guilty-Fine
356
HBR (North) Ltd
2,000.00 22/02/2007 42394990/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3
Guilty-Fine
357
Graeme W Cheyne (Builders) 
Limited
9,000.00 02/09/2010 41613540/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
358
Strata Homes Yorkshire Ltd
30,000.00 27/08/2010 42042660/01
Lif t ing Operat ions and Lif t ing Equipment 
Regulat ions 1998 /  8 /
Guilty-Fine
359
Alpha Group Security Limited
7,000.00 04/06/2010 41204680/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
360
Anthony Wilson Homes Ltd
25,000.00 08/12/2008 40463970/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
361
F E Peacock Construct ion 
Limited
15,000.00 07/07/2008 41124540/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
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362
F E Peacock Construct ion 
Limited
5,000.00 07/07/2008 41124540/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
363
Twigden Homes Limited
15,000.00 20/03/2008 41026640/03
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
364
Galamast Limited
10,000.00 01/11/2007 40903420/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
365
Adaptive Living Ltd
2,500.00 26/10/2007 40802320/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  22 
/
Guilty-Fine
366
Adaptive Living Ltd
10,000.00 26/10/2007 40802320/02 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3
Guilty-Fine
367
Hawkcrown Homes Ltd
1,000.00 24/10/2007 40713100/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  8 /
Guilty-Fine
368
M ichael Tony M ort imer Ltd
50,000.00 05/03/2007 20144090/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
2
Guilty-Fine
369
Parkins Fee Construct ion 
Limited
12,500.00 22/02/2007 40405730/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
370
Walsh Plant Hire & Demolit ion 
Contractors Ltd
5,000.00 26/09/2011 42456680/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  33 
/  1
Guilty-Fine
371
Whiteinch Demolit ion Limited
15,000.00 29/08/2011 41190410/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
372
James Hudson Demolit ion Ltd
7,500.00 06/07/2011 42165160/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
373
Gaskells Demolit ion Services 
Limited
5,000.00 11/05/2011 42211510/01
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  29 /  1
Guilty-Fine
374
M icor Limited
100,000.00 21/02/2011 41841320/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
375
Dovestone Contractors 
Limited
8,000.00 01/12/2010 42095670/02
Personal Protect ive Equipment at Work 
Regulat ions 1992 /  4 /
Guilty-Fine
376
Lawrie (Demolit ion) Limited
11,000.00 23/11/2010 41480420/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
377
Windmill Demolit ion Co Ltd
15,000.00 10/09/2010 41675210/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
378
M oor Park Charitable Trust 
Ltd
25,000.00 07/07/2010 41939680/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
379
Libra Demolit ion Ltd
1,500.00 16/02/2010 42227330/03
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
2
Guilty-Fine
380
Bayoak Demo Ltd
30,000.00 12/02/2010 41366310/01
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  22 /  1
Guilty-Fine
381
Demolit ion Dismantling 
Services Ltd
3,350.00 04/11/2008 40957940/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
382
D G Sayers Demolit ion
1,000.00 18/09/2008 40929370/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
383
Wooldridge Ecotec 
Ltd/Landscape Supplies Ltd
15,000.00 26/08/2008 40876240/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
384
Franklin Hire Limited
10,015.00 18/08/2008 41182440/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
385
A R D S Limited
3,000.00 27/06/2008 40804300/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
386
Harts Roof ing (UK) Ltd
2,000.00 29/05/2008 41017820/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
387
Astra Demolit ion Ltd
3,000.00 20/02/2008 40867290/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  7 /
Guilty-Fine
388
Astra Demolit ion Ltd
4,000.00 20/02/2008 40867290/02 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3
Guilty-Fine
389
Environmental Reclamation 
Limited
15,000.00 15/02/2008 40575630/03 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  10 /  2
Guilty-Fine
390
Sam Allon (Contracts) Limited
7,000.00 24/01/2008 40755470/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /  1
Guilty-Fine
391
SJB Demolit ion and 
Groundworks
12,500.00 22/01/2008 41132830/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
392
Sussex Demolit ion Services Ltd
8,000.00 19/12/2007 40499160/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  9 /
Guilty-Fine
393
M aghull Construct ion 
Company Ltd
1,500.00 06/12/2007 40826020/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
394
J W Ousby & Son
15,000.00 23/07/2007 20139500/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /
Guilty-Fine
395
R Thornton & Co. Ltd
1,000.00 11/06/2007 40540940/02 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  12 /  4
Guilty-Fine
396
R Thornton & Co. Ltd
7,500.00 11/06/2007 40540940/04
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  33 
/  1
Guilty-Fine
397
G Dem UK Ltd
4,000.00 30/03/2007 40481950/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3
Guilty-Fine
398
G Dem UK Ltd
1,000.00 30/03/2007 40481950/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
399
H Smith (Engineers) Limited
10,000.00 20/02/2007 40324200/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  7 /
Guilty-Fine
400
Cotswold Geotechnical 
(Holdings) Limted
385,000.00 31/01/2011 41892810/01
Corp M anslaughter & Corp Homicide 
2007 /  1 /
Guilty-Fine
401
Simplex Foundat ions Limited
13,400.00 01/09/2008 41042470/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
402
Simplex Foundat ions Limited
3,500.00 01/09/2008 41042470/02
M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999 /  3 /  1
Guilty-Fine
403
Edeco Petroleum Services 
Limited
100,000.00 09/04/2008 40473710/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
404
Foxtel Limited
1 12/08/2011 42292370/01
Guilty-Fine
405
TRN Electrical Ltd
30,000.00 06/07/2011 42160300/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
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404
Foxtel Limited
1 12/08/2011 42292370/01
Guilty-Fine
405
TRN Electrical Ltd
30,000.00 06/07/2011 42160300/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
406
C L Electrical Solut ions Limited
7,000.00 14/06/2011 42279700/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
407
Powersystems UK Ltd
5,000.00 27/01/2011 41959280/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /
Guilty-Fine
408
STP Solut ions Limited
6,500.00 08/09/2010 42082910/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
409
STP Solut ions Limited
10,000.00 08/09/2010 42082910/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
410
STP Solut ions Limited
12,000.00 08/09/2010 42082910/03
M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999 /  3 /
Guilty-Fine
411
Fenland Electrical Network 
Services Ltd
7,000.00 18/08/2009 41574440/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /  1
Guilty-Fine
412
Nicholas John M cCarthy
7,000.00 18/08/2009 41574470/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
413
South Eastern Electrical plc
50,000.00 23/02/2009 41193670/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
414
Scriven Electrical Contractors 
Ltd
3,000.00 19/01/2009 41411380/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
415
T Cart ledge Ltd
0 23/10/2008 41275220/01
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  10 /
Guilty-
Compensat ion
/Fine
416
M it ie Engineering Services 
(Edinburgh) Limited
300,000.00 14/10/2008 20234580/03
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
417
A B Electrical and Building 
Services
2,500.00 01/10/2008 40977390/03
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
418
NS Optimum Limited
10,000.00 29/09/2008 41289830/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
419
Barr Electrical Contractors 
Limited
45,000.00 09/09/2008 40533400/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  33 
/
Guilty-Fine
420
CFR Group Plc
750 11/05/2007 40164820/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
421
CFR Group Plc
100,000.00 11/05/2007 40164820/02 Working Time Regulat ions 1998 /  4 /  1
Guilty-Fine
422
Agrilek Ltd
2,500.00 11/04/2007 40448360/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
423
Briggs and Forrester 
(Electrical) Limited
30,000.00 04/04/2007 20137910/01
Provision and Use of Work Equip Regs 
1998 /  11 /  1
Guilty-Fine
424
Switchgear Engineering 
Services Ltd
10,000.00 20/03/2007 20194530/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
425
Aerial Systems
15,000.00 05/02/2007 40066700/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
426
Aerial Systems
10,000.00 05/02/2007 40066700/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
427
M artyn Crute
2,000.00 18/11/2011
42051220/01 Guilty-Fine
428
B R Greenwell Heat ing & 
Plumbing Services
4,000.00 04/11/2011
42597580/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  3
Guilty-Fine
429
B R Greenwell Heat ing & 
Plumbing Services
1,000.00 04/11/2011
42597580/02 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /
Guilty-Fine
430 Peter William Naylor 0 18/07/2011 42457170/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  3
Guilty-
Community/Pri
son 
Suspended
431
M ike Burridge Gas Services
5,000.00 04/07/2011
42130910/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  3
Guilty-Fine
432
UK Oil & Gas Ltd
2,000.00 27/05/2011
41844430/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  3
Guilty-Fine
433
M r Anthony Hughes
525 12/04/2011
42142690/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  3
Guilty-Fine
434
Fluetech Ltd
4,500.00 12/04/2011
42267230/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  27 /  1
Guilty-Fine
435
Dodd Group (M idlands) 
Limited
20,000.00 23/03/2011
42291670/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  26 /  1
Guilty-Fine
436
The M agna Heating Co Ltd
1 11/11/2010
42115350/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  7
Guilty-Fine
437
P A Bailey Plumbing and 
Heating
0 13/04/2010
41741990/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  7 /
Guilty-
Community
438
SRB Plumbing & Heating & 
Drainage
100 27/05/2009
41168540/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  7
Guilty-Fine
439
Lothian Heat ing Services 
Llimited
8,000.00 22/01/2009
40926150/04
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  7 /
Guilty-Fine
440
Perthshire Oil Heat ing
0 27/11/2008
41127520/01
Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  3
Guilty-
Admonished/
Comp
441
Fieldhead Plumbing and 
Heating
650 07/11/2008
41001310/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  26 /  9
Guilty-Fine
442
Berneslai Homes Limited
2,200.00 06/11/2008
41284230/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  22 
/
Guilty-Fine
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443
Quinton R Godsell
500 14/07/2008
41106340/06 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  1
Guilty-Fine
444
Progas Heat ing Limited
5,000.00 07/07/2008
40713950/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  3
Guilty-Fine
445
Alan Collin M itchells t /a 
M itchell's
2,500.00 02/10/2007
40639340/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
2
Guilty-Fine
446
Hadaways Plumbing & Heat ing 
Services
0.00 25/07/2007
40438590/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  5 /
Guilty-
Community
447
W G M aplesden Installat ions
1500.00 27/04/2007
40282330/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  5 /
Guilty-Fine
448
Pectel Limited (In 
Adminstrat ion )
200.00 26/09/2011
41758640/02 Control of  Asbestos at Work Regs 2002 
/  15 /
Guilty-Fine
449
Secret Heat Ltd
0.00 10/05/2011
42127430/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  4 /
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
450
Pentcroft  Limited
1500.00 10/02/2011
42262550/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  1
Guilty-Fine
451
Access Fire and Security Ltd
1000.00 03/12/2010
42045830/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
452
Coast & Country Housing 
Limited
8000.00 08/11/2010
42228590/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  5 /
Guilty-Fine
453
Dexion Storage Centre Anglia 
Ltd
300.00 29/09/2010
42020150/01
Electricity at Work /  4 /  3
Guilty-Fine
454
Viewline Northwest Limited
5,000.00 17/09/2010
42171930/01 Provision and Use of Work Equip Regs 
1998 /  4 /  2
Guilty-Fine
455
The Wallace Partnership
4,000.00 12/05/2010
41921930/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /
Guilty-Fine
456
Clarence Industrial Services
50.00 12/01/2010
41758170/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  1
Guilty-Fine
457
West M idlands Installat ions 
Limited
10,000.00 12/10/2009
41752390/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  16 /
Guilty-Fine
458
Hertel (UK) Limited
83,333.00 29/09/2009
41722380/01 Control of  Asbestos at Work Regs 2002 
/  10 /
Guilty-Fine
459
P J Bates Ltd
12,000.00 17/09/2009
41424770/01 Control of  Asbestos at Work Regs 2002 
/  15 /
Guilty-Fine
460
Teakdecking Systems Europe 
Ltd
2000.00 19/05/2009
41339690/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
461
Community Vision Limited
3000.00 06/05/2009
41538520/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
462
John Davies Interiors Limited
5000.00 13/03/2009
41440680/02 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  3
Guilty-Fine
463
Nigel Talling  Ltd
4000.00 07/11/2008
41286860/01 Control of  Substances Hazardous to 
Health Regs 2002 /  6 /
Guilty-Fine
464
Norking Aluminium Limited
10000.00 04/09/2008
41223210/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
465
Pedley Scaffolding Limited
2600.00 13/08/2008
41414430/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /  1
Guilty-Fine
466
Pedley Scaffolding Limited
700.00 13/08/2008
41414430/02
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  3 /  1
Guilty-Fine
467
L C H Contracts Ltd
50000.00 04/08/2008
40521880/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
468
L C H Contracts Ltd
20000.00 04/08/2008
40521880/04 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  8 /  1
Guilty-Fine
469
Countryside Windows 
(Cheltenham) Ltd
2000.00 09/05/2008
40800070/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
470
Countryside Windows 
(Cheltenham) Ltd
6000.00 09/05/2008
40800070/04 Control of  Asbestos at Work Regs 2002 
/  15 /
Guilty-Fine
471
Countryside Windows 
(Cheltenham) Ltd
2,000.00 09/05/2008
40800070/05 Control of  Asbestos at Work Regs 2002 
/  7 /
Guilty-Fine
472
Black Country Builders Limited
1,000.00 07/04/2008
41047060/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
2
Guilty-Fine
473
Black Country Builders Limited
2,000.00 07/04/2008
41047060/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
2
Guilty-Fine
474
Birstalls Limited
5,000.00 17/09/2007
40559490/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
2
Guilty-Fine
475
Lakeland Underf loor Heat ing 
Specialists Ltd
1,000.00 24/04/2007
40447470/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
2
Guilty-Fine
476
North East Environmental Ltd
4,600.00 16/03/2007
40498880/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  33 
/
Guilty-Fine
477
Neil Brown t /a High View 
Services
360 05/11/2010
41983380/03 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  10 /
Guilty-Fine
478
Hugh L S M cConnell Limited
6,000.00 23/03/2009
41488600/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
479
R Harvey Builders Ltd
1,000.00 02/02/2009
41421160/01 M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999 /  3 /  1
Guilty-Fine
480
Abbott  & M ason Building & 
Joinery Contractors Ltd
4,000.00 09/05/2011
42241490/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  7 /
Guilty-Fine
481
M aplestead Ltd
1,000.00 03/09/2010
42010800/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  8 /  1
Guilty-Fine
482
Alpine Fencing (Dundee) 
Limited
4,000.00 20/02/2009
41449040/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
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483
1st Choice Roller Shutters Ltd
2,000.00 01/10/2008
41244950/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /  1
Guilty-Fine
484
Curot Contracts Limited
125,000.00 04/09/2008
40848960/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /
Guilty-Fine
485
CTS (Shopf it t ing) Ltd.
4,000.00 20/05/2008
40959720/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
486
Stoneswood Construct ion Ltd
9,000.00 02/10/2007
40655330/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
487
K & M  Joinery Ltd
2,600.00 25/06/2007
40505850/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
488
Brightview Sussex Ltd
1,000.00 19/02/2007
40500510/01 Provision and Use of Work Equip Regs 
1998 /  9 /
Guilty-Fine
489
Brightview Sussex Ltd
750 19/02/2007
40500510/03 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  1
Guilty-Fine
490
Philip Leslie Davies T/A 
M eadow View Windows & Con 1,000.00 19/11/2010
42198530/02
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  5 /
Guilty-Fine
491
Fosters Turn-Key Contracts 
Ltd
2,000.00 16/03/2010
41923160/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  11 /  1
Guilty-Fine
492
Liversedge Decorat ing 
Contractors Ltd
2,000.00 16/03/2010
41923250/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /
Guilty-Fine
493
M it ie Property Services 
(Eastern) Limited
5,000.00 17/04/2009
41339540/02
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /  1
Guilty-Fine
494
Everest Limited
1,500.00 30/04/2008
40575480/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /  1
Guilty-Fine
495
Everest Limited
3,000.00 30/04/2008
40575480/06
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /
Guilty-Fine
496
Seddon Property Services 
Limited
4,000.00 25/02/2008
40397050/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  8 /
Guilty-Fine
497
Dick Thompson & Co 
(Cumbria) Ltd
2,000.00 04/02/2008
40939350/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  8 /
Guilty-Fine
498
Everest Limited
2,500.00 09/01/2008
40854310/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
499
Clark & Fenn Skanska Ltd
5000.00 29/06/2011
42346160/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
2
Guilty-Fine
500
B R C Industrial Roof ing 
Specialists Limited
2500.00 10/03/2011
42378220/01 Lif t ing Operat ions and Lif t ing Equipment 
Regulat ions 1998 /  8 /  1
Guilty-Fine
501
Bergwerff  Numansdorp BV
60000.00 21/12/2010
42282810/02
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /  1
Guilty-Fine
502
Kent Road Construct ion 
Limited
6000.00 08/11/2010
41977060/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
503
J S Loft  Conversions Ltd
1000.00 26/05/2010
42025860/01 Lif t ing Operat ions and Lif t ing Equipment 
Regulat ions 1998 /  8 /  1
Guilty-Fine
504
Tower Scaffolding (South 
West)
1000.00 28/10/2009
41708130/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  8 /  1
Guilty-Fine
505
Tower Scaffolding (South 
West)
2000.00 28/10/2009
41708130/02 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  8 /  2
Guilty-Fine
506
Forbes Homes Limited
500.00 25/01/2008
40517050/01 Provision and Use of Work Equip Regs 
1998 /  4 /  3
Guilty-Fine
507
Gazelle Steam Cleaning Ltd
7000.00 26/09/2007
40542920/01 Provision and Use of Work Equip Regs 
1998 /  11 /  1
Guilty-Fine
508
R L Davies & Son Ltd
25000.00 18/06/2007
40255990/02 Employers Liability Compulsory Insurance 
/  1 /  1
Guilty-Fine
509
Hawarden Roofing Supplies & 
Contractors
3,000.00 11/11/2011
42642660/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /  1 Guilty-Fine
510
Hawarden Roofing Supplies & 
Contractors
1,000.00 11/11/2011
42642660/02 Report ing of Injuries Diseases & 
Dangerous (1995) /  3 /
Guilty-Fine
511
Brigg & Humberside Roof ing 
Services Limited
5,000.00 09/09/2011
42569790/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3 Guilty-Fine
512
Block Scaffolding Ltd
8,000.00 05/09/2011
42507170/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
513
Rainsafe Protect Ltd
2,000.00 16/08/2011
42564450/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 / Guilty-Fine
514
Cladcoat Limited
10000.00 06/07/2011
42160960/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
2
Guilty-Fine
515
Southern Property 
M aintenance (UK) Limited
120000.00 06/05/2011
42180560/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /  1 Guilty-Fine
516
Southern Property 
M aintenance (UK) Limited
0.00 06/05/2011
42180560/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
517
Graham Nicholson Roof ing 
Limited
2000.00 13/04/2011
42325680/02
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3 Guilty-Fine
518
Associated Roof ing & 
M aintenance Limited
4500.00 28/03/2011
42278560/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /  1 Guilty-Fine
519
M &D Roof Coat ings Ltd
10000.00 14/03/2011
42334460/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  9 /  2 Guilty-Fine
520
Concept Roof ing and 
Cladding Sevices Ltd
12,000.00 01/03/2011
42135490/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  37 
/  1
Guilty-Fine
521
Spanclad Construct ion Limited
15,000.00 16/02/2011
42048460/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  16 /
Guilty-Fine
522
Blue Anchor Leisure Ltd
15,000.00 30/09/2010
42124100/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3 Guilty-Fine
523
Streamline Guttering & 
Cladding
1,650.00 23/02/2010
41719230/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3 Guilty-Fine
524
Bracknell Roof ing Limited
4,000.00 25/11/2009
41434080/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3 Guilty-Fine
525
1st Response Roofing Ltd
10,000.00 11/09/2009
41714830/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  9 /  1 Guilty-Fine
526
1st Response Roofing Ltd
3,500.00 11/09/2009
41714830/03
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /  1 Guilty-Fine
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525
1st Response Roofing Ltd
10,000.00 11/09/2009
41714830/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  9 /  1 Guilty-Fine
526
1st Response Roofing Ltd
3,500.00 11/09/2009
41714830/03
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /  1 Guilty-Fine
527
A&T Roofing Ltd
25,000.00 01/09/2009
40597010/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  8 / Guilty-Fine
528
T.Q.R. Limited
6,000.00 31/08/2009
41408990/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /  1 Guilty-Fine
529
David O'Neil Industrial Roof ing 
and Cladding
3,000.00 31/08/2009
41409060/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3 Guilty-Fine
530
Tower Roof ing Limited
3,500.00 23/07/2009
41627370/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  9 /  2 Guilty-Fine
531
CRN Contracts Limited
25,000.00 22/07/2009
41372440/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
532
Abercorn Homes Ltd
0.00 30/03/2009
40518270/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
2
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
533
Abercorn Homes Ltd
1,000.00 30/03/2009
40518270/02
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3 Guilty-Fine
534
I C Roofing Ltd
10,000.00 05/01/2009
41250670/02
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 / Guilty-Fine
535
Clear Flow Industrial Roof ing 
Limited
1,750.00 01/12/2008
41376430/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3 Guilty-Fine
536
TRC (Scot land) Limited
1,000.00 05/11/2008
41037760/04 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
537
Welwood Roofing Services 
Ltd
50,000.00 24/09/2008
40907130/01
M anslaughter /  0 / Guilty-Fine
538
Brian James Haddow T/A B J 
M inibuses
6,000.00 18/09/2008
40977280/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  37 
/  1
Guilty-Fine
539
Stephen Gormley Roof ing 
Services Ltd
800.00 04/08/2008
40651570/01
M anslaughter /  0 / Guilty-Fine
540
Leith Roof ings (Scot land) 
Limited
250.00 11/06/2008
40836610/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  11 /  1
Guilty-Fine
541
North Eastern Roof ing & 
Cladding Services
0.00 07/04/2008
40873230/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Prison
542
M D Roofing Services
2,000.00 13/02/2008
40929450/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
543
E J S Roof ing
1,000.00 06/11/2007
40804980/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  0 /  
10
Guilty-Fine
544
P N P Contracts Ltd
8,000.00 19/07/2007
40755820/01
M anslaughter /  1 /  1 Guilty-Fine
545
R.G. Durrant Industrial Roof ing 
& Cladding
1,000.00 29/05/2007
40428210/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
2
Guilty-Fine
546
Greets Green Construct ion
2,000.00 27/03/2007
40506100/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 / Guilty-Fine
547
Giant Scaffolding Ltd
15,000.00 09/05/2011
42314700/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  20 
/
Guilty-Fine
548
Howorth Scaffolding Services 
Limited
25,000.00 17/09/2010
41230940/02
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 / Guilty-Fine
549
Advanced Scaffolding (GB) 
Ltd
3,500.00 16/07/2010
42015400/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
550
Craven Scaffolding Ltd
12,000.00 24/02/2010
41925380/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  8 / Guilty-Fine
551
G Wright Scaffolding Limited
5,985.00 14/10/2009
41613460/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
552
Linmar Scaffolding Limited
1,800.00 08/09/2009
41547460/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
553
Pinnacle Scaffolding Limited
27,000.00 24/04/2009
40973380/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
554
3 D Scaffolding Ltd
50,000.00 15/02/2008
40047900/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  8 / Guilty-Fine
555
Vange Scaffolding & 
Engineering Co Ltd
20,000.00 28/11/2007
40665770/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
556
Tone Scaffolding Services 
Limited
35,000.00 13/06/2007
40297980/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
557
G Star Scaffolding Limited
48,000.00 05/03/2007
20142840/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
558
G Star Scaffolding Limited
750 05/03/2007
20142840/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 / Guilty-Fine
559
Towy Valley Fabricat ions
6,500.00 14/11/2011
42624490/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
560
SPV Road Carpet Limited
7,000.00 31/10/2011
42272560/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
561
J M ills (Contractors) Ltd
145,000.00 31/10/2011
42467630/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
562
M acDonald Joinery & 
Construct ion Ltd
1,000.00 03/10/2011
42262310/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  7 /
Guilty-Fine
563
Ness Engineering Limited
26,700.00 21/09/2011
42222210/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
564
Totalscaff  GB Ltd
20,000.00 19/09/2011
42426270/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
565
Ploughcroft  Building Services 
Limited
10,000.00 22/07/2011
42408820/02 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  28 /  1
Guilty-Fine
566
Bridgford Interiors Ltd
25,000.00 08/07/2011
42283450/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  11 /  1
Guilty-Fine
567
P O Sharps Landscapes Ltd
4,000.00 04/07/2011
42161080/02 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  8 /  1
Guilty-Fine
568
Gentoo Group Limited
40,000.00 27/06/2011
42117020/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  9 /
Guilty-Fine
569
Nabiganj Investments Company 
Ltd
7,500.00 27/05/2011
42382940/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
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568
Gentoo Group Limited
40,000.00 27/06/2011
42117020/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  9 /
Guilty-Fine
569
Nabiganj Investments Company 
Ltd
7,500.00 27/05/2011
42382940/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
570
Nabiganj Investments Company 
Ltd
12,500.00 27/05/2011
42382940/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
571
Nabiganj Investments Company 
Ltd
10,000.00 27/05/2011
42382940/04 M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999 /  5 /  1
Guilty-Fine
572
Nadeem Aftab Contractor
100,000.00 24/05/2011
42024970/02 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  16 /  1
Guilty-Fine
573
M oseley Green Services Ltd
2,800.00 11/05/2011
42380170/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  4 /
Guilty-Fine
574
M organs Plant hire Ltd
50,000.00 28/04/2011
41791310/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  10 /
Guilty-Fine
575
Bryn Thomas Crane Hire Ltd
1,500.00 11/04/2011
41926760/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  31 /
Guilty-Fine
576
Bryn Thomas Crane Hire Ltd
3,000.00 11/04/2011
41926760/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
577
Newlincs Services Limited
5,000.00 07/04/2011
42392970/02
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3
Guilty-Fine
578
Vincents (Shopf it ters) Limited
5,000.00 17/03/2011
42257530/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
579
Alliance Technical Services Ltd
3,340.00 28/02/2011
42311910/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  22 /
Guilty-Fine
580
Ian Allan Builders Ltd
1,500.00 28/02/2011
42335480/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  23 /  2
Guilty-Fine
581
Esh Construct ion Limited
3,000.00 10/02/2011
41780720/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  22 /
Guilty-Fine
582
Esh Construct ion Limited
2,000.00 10/02/2011
41780720/02 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  22 /
Guilty-Fine
583
Jim Kennedy Concrete Pumping
2,000.00 10/02/2011
41780810/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /
Guilty-Fine
584
Bailey Internat ional Steeplejack 
Company Limited
75,000.00 28/01/2011
42117670/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  33 
/  1
Guilty-Fine
585
B & B Group Limited
7,500.00 21/01/2011
42265340/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  37 
/
Guilty-Fine
586
EPR Ely Limited
120,000.00 04/11/2010
42012370/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  34 /  2
Guilty-Fine
587
M aster Concrete Limited
10,000.00 27/09/2010
41969960/01 Provision and Use of Work Equip Regs 
1998 /  11 /  1
Guilty-Fine
588
Rafferty Chimneys Engineering 
Ltd
8,000.00 16/08/2010
41930310/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
589
London Tower Crane Hire & 
Sales Limited
15,000.00 16/08/2010
42214090/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /  1
Guilty-Fine
590
London Tower Crane Hire & 
Sales Limited
3,000.00 16/08/2010
42214090/03
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3
Guilty-Fine
591
Anglia Lead Limited
10,000.00 05/08/2010
41937030/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  20 /
Guilty-Fine
592
Express Park Construct ion 
Company Ltd
75,000.00 29/07/2010
40808600/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
593
The Cedars Steeplejack 
(M idlands) Ltd.
3,300.00 15/07/2010
41894790/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /  1
Guilty-Fine
594
J Brown Services Ltd
20,000.00 04/06/2010
42035270/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  5 /
Guilty-Fine
595
M organs Plant hire Ltd
0.00 28/04/2010
41791310/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  37 
/
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
596
Ammex Ltd
10000.00 29/03/2010
41814040/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /
Guilty-Fine
597
Saxby Surfacing Contractors 
Ltd
5000.00 19/02/2010
41775730/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
598
John F Hunt Demolit ion Ltd
85000.00 12/02/2010
41369490/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  33 
/
Guilty-Fine
599
T F Jackson Portable 
Accommodation
10000.00 17/12/2009
41789210/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
600
T F Jackson Portable 
Accommodation
1000.00 17/12/2009
41789210/02 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  21 /  1
Guilty-Fine
601
Cumbrian Industrials Ltd
65000.00 15/12/2009
41303630/01 Provision and Use of Work Equip Regs 
1998 /  5 /  1
Guilty-Fine
602
Lahrie M ohamed/Director of 
Zaynah Investments Ltd
2,500.00 12/11/2009
41300260/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  7 /
Guilty-Fine
603
Hughes Brothers Building & 
Joinery
8,000.00 12/11/2009
41770640/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
604
Harsco Infrastructure Services 
Limited
15,000.00 06/11/2009
41474320/02 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  34 /  2
Guilty-Fine
605
Leonard Gibson
10,000.00 27/10/2009
41689840/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
606
Gary Wright
5,985.00 14/10/2009
41613380/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
2
607
S G Blair & Co Ltd
83,333.00 29/09/2009
41722120/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  7 /
Guilty-Fine
608
T.R.S. (Total Repair Service)
500.00 27/08/2009
41720350/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
609
T.R.S. (Total Repair Service)
1,000.00 27/08/2009
41720350/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
610
Jas Truscott  & Son Ltd
6,500.00 18/08/2009
41217370/01 M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999 /  3 /  1
Guilty-Fine
611
Jas Truscott  & Son Ltd
1,000.00 18/08/2009
41217370/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
612
Cemex UK Construct ion 
Services Ltd
12,000.00 10/08/2009
41510990/01 Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996 /  5 /  2
Guilty-Fine
613
Shearwater M arine Services 
Limited
200.00 25/06/2009
41162970/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  9 /  1
Guilty-Fine
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610
Jas Truscott  & Son Ltd
6,500.00 18/08/2009
41217370/01 M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999 /  3 /  1
Guilty-Fine
611
Jas Truscott  & Son Ltd
1,000.00 18/08/2009
41217370/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
612
Cemex UK Construct ion 
Services Ltd
12,000.00 10/08/2009
41510990/01 Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996 /  5 /  2
Guilty-Fine
613
Shearwater M arine Services 
Limited
200.00 25/06/2009
41162970/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  9 /  1
Guilty-Fine
614
Eurolif t  Tower Cranes
0.00 19/06/2009
41196210/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  4 /  1
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
615
Eurolif t  Tower Cranes
50,000.00 19/06/2009
41196210/02 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  9 /  1
Guilty-Fine
616
Fine Construct ion UK Ltd
15,000.00 11/05/2009
41630520/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
617
Keltbray Limited
18,000.00 29/04/2009
41284440/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  6 /
Guilty-Fine
618
John Ruck Construct ion 
Limited
4,750.00 24/04/2009
41497220/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
619
Addington (Formwork) Ltd
12,000.00 20/04/2009
41592990/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
620
W D Bennett 's Plant & Services 
Ltd
125,000.00 27/03/2009
41170720/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  5 /
Guilty-Fine
621
W D Bennett 's Plant & Services 
Ltd
0.00 27/03/2009
41170720/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  33 
/
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
622
Bestoff  Services Ltd
3,000.00 23/03/2009
41448790/01 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  31 /
Guilty-Fine
623
Harsco Infrastructure Services 
Limited
4,000.00 13/03/2009
41440590/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
624
P Colohan & Company Ltd
66000.00 27/02/2009
41333850/01 Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996 /  8 /  3
Guilty-Fine
625
Pochin Concrete Pumping Ltd
40000.00 10/02/2009
40600090/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
2
Guilty-Fine
626
P C Richardson & Co 
(M iddlesbrough) Ltd
100000.00 20/11/2008
40708150/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
627
A L Bell Construct ion
350.00 19/11/2008
41012400/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
628
Lloyd Jardine plc
2,000.00 19/11/2008
41012440/01
M anslaughter /  1 /  1
Guilty-Fine
629
Rafako S A
75,000.00 30/10/2008
40405990/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
630
Rafako S A
10,000.00 30/10/2008
40405990/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
631
T J M yles & Co Cntrcts Ltd
20,000.00 14/10/2008
41113980/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
632
D Wilson Architectural 
M etalwork Ltd
5,000.00 19/09/2008
41201140/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  8 /
Guilty-Fine
633
Alcon Construct ion Limited
10.00 21/08/2008
41232170/03 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  18 /  2
Guilty-Fine
634
Property Repair Network Ltd
2,000.00 19/08/2008
40978370/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  16 /
Guilty-Fine
635
Rollalong Limited
3,000.00 23/06/2008
40936290/02 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  24 /  1
Guilty-Fine
636
Rollalong Limited
12,000.00 23/06/2008
40936290/05 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  8 /  1
Guilty-Fine
637
Bussey & Armstrong Ltd
15,000.00 17/06/2008
41128510/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  9 /
Guilty-Fine
638
County Roof ing (Gloucester) 
Limited
10,000.00 28/05/2008
41108680/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
639
Swattons (Andover) Limited
3,500.00 12/05/2008
41003000/01 The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  8 /  1
Guilty-Fine
640
M urray Construct ion & 
Develpoment Ltd
10,000.00 09/05/2008
41089300/01 Control of  Substances Hazardous to 
Health Regs 2002 /  6 /  1
Guilty-Fine
641
Specialist  Glazing and 
Cladding Ltd
15,000.00 28/04/2008
40592920/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
642
Cascade Industrial Services Ltd
10,000.00 19/03/2008
40862160/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
643
Somerset Cobblestones Ltd
300 29/02/2008
41000910/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
644
Ram Services Ltd
75,000.00 04/02/2008
40105000/01 Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996 /  9 /  1
Guilty-Fine
645
DM WS 788 Limited
1,000.00 21/12/2007
40637460/02
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3
Guilty-Fine
646
Van Elle Limited
4,000.00 19/12/2007
40986310/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  10 /
Guilty-Fine
647
TG Beighton Limited
35,000.00 19/11/2007
40693250/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /
Guilty-Fine
648
John Ruck Construct ion 
Limited
3,500.00 19/11/2007
40862380/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
649
A P & A C Smout
650.00 07/11/2007
40850390/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  7 /
Guilty-Fine
650
North Offshore Limited
2,000.00 29/10/2007
40262040/01 Provision and Use of Work Equip Regs 
1998 /  11 /  1
Guilty-Fine
651
RTAL Limited
25,000.00 08/10/2007
41115720/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
652
A and A Building Services 
Limited
55,000.00 21/09/2007
40522530/01 M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999 /  3 /
Guilty-Fine
653
ROK Building Limited
175,000.00 07/09/2007
40226890/01 Provision and Use of Work Equip Regs 
1998 /  4 /  3
Guilty-Fine
654
Central Linemarkings
5,000.00 04/09/2007
40597940/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
655
Central Demolit ion Limited
50,000.00 24/08/2007
20157120/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /
Guilty-Fine
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652
A and A Building Services 
Limited
55,000.00 21/09/2007
40522530/01 M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999 /  3 /
Guilty-Fine
653
ROK Building Limited
175,000.00 07/09/2007
40226890/01 Provision and Use of Work Equip Regs 
1998 /  4 /  3
Guilty-Fine
654
Central Linemarkings
5,000.00 04/09/2007
40597940/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
655
Central Demolit ion Limited
50,000.00 24/08/2007
20157120/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /
Guilty-Fine
656
Permanent Flooring Ltd
6,000.00 18/06/2007
40255880/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  8 /
Guilty-Fine
657
Shenley Carpentry Contractors 
Limited
4,000.00 04/05/2007
40520800/04 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
658
Pullen Brickwork Ltd
2,000.00 04/05/2007
40554640/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
659
D Nunn Builders Ltd
500.00 30/04/2007
40583350/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
660
D Nunn Builders Ltd
2000.00 30/04/2007
40583350/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
661
D Nunn Builders Ltd
750.00 30/04/2007
40583350/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
662
D Nunn Builders Ltd
100.00 30/04/2007
40583350/04 Employers Liability Compulsory Insurance 
/  1 /  1
Guilty-Fine
663
B & W Asbestos Removal 
Specialists Ltd
15,000.00 04/04/2007
20144030/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
664
Jomast Developments Ltd
600.00 26/03/2007
40527570/02 Control of  Asbestos at Work Regs 2002 
/  9 /
Guilty-Fine
665
Umax Ltd
10000.00 22/03/2007
40505840/02 Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996 /  6 /  1
Guilty-Fine
666
Barr Limited
40000.00 12/03/2007
20169230/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
667
Oakwood Plant Group Ltd
75000.00 09/03/2007
40632530/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
668
UK GSE Ltd
60,000.00 09/03/2007
40633040/01 M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999 /  5 /  1
Guilty-Fine
669
S F J Ltd
15,000.00 02/03/2007
40152990/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /
Guilty-Fine
670
Eclipse Developments (UK) Ltd
15,000.00 28/02/2007
40388560/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
671
Harlequin Heat ing Ltd
1,000.00 22/09/2009
41585190/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  1
Guilty-Fine
672
Robert Fordham (Installer)
2,500.00 26/08/2010
41936020/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  6 /  2
Guilty-Fine
673
Cecil Boliver Crane Ltd
1,000.00 06/07/2011
42394830/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  7
Guilty-Fine
674
A Imms Architects Design and 
Build
500 26/06/2008 42411480/03
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  16 /
Guilty-Fine
675
J & D Property Services Ltd
3,000.00 11/09/2008 42367380/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 /  1
Guilty-Fine
676
Dave Lee Limited
100 20/02/2009 42411380/01
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  10 /
Guilty-Fine
677
Dave Lee Limited
1,000.00 20/02/2009 42411380/02
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  16 /
Guilty-Fine
678
K J Plant Developments Limited
2,000.00 09/07/2009 42514930/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  36 
/
Guilty-Fine
679
Lancsville Construct ion Ltd
0 07/09/2009 42591020/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  7 /  
1
Guilty-
Condit ional 
Discharge
680
Innovare Systems Ltd
0 30/07/2009 42615240/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  6 /  3
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
681
ECG Building M aintenance Ltd
2,000.00 09/07/2009 42619760/02
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  22 /  1
Guilty-Fine
682
Webber Trading Ltd
0 29/09/2009 42482700/01
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  11 /
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
683
Open Contracts Ltd
0 20/12/2010 41595020/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
684
Hartog Hutton Limited
0 19/05/2010 41324370/03 M anslaughter /  1 /
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
685
HBR (North) Ltd
10,000.00 22/02/2007 40406190/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
686
W J Harte Construct ion Limited
5,250.00 06/02/2007 40465740/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
687
Willowbrook Property 
Services Ltd
4,000.00 30/01/2007 40393740/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  37
Guilty-Fine
688
A J Construct ion Ltd
5,000.00 29/01/2007 40139730/01 Control of  Asbestos at Work Regs 2002
Guilty-Fine
689
Wye Valley Demolit ion Limited
3,000.00 18/05/2007 40625980/02
Construct ion (Design and M anagement) 
Regulat ions 1994
Guilty-Fine
690
TNS Joinery Ltd
2,000.00 24/04/2007 40129340/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
691
FM  Construct ion Limited
1,700.00 20/08/2007 40522590/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  7
Guilty-Fine
692
Clegg Building Limited
3,200.00 27/11/2007 40560170/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
693
Darren Barrie Atkins Ltd
15,000.00 21/09/2007 40768540/02 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
694
Clarks Construct ion Limited
7,500.00 15/02/2008 40898640/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
695
Stow (UK) Limited
80,000.00 09/05/2008 40976410/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  33
Guilty-Fine
696
R M oulding & Co (Salisbury) 
Ltd
4,000.00 01/05/2008 41056470/01
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
697
Roalco Limited
12,000.00 15/04/2008 41522540/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  7
Guilty-Fine
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694
Clarks Construct ion Limited
7,500.00 15/02/2008 40898640/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
695
Stow (UK) Limited
80,000.00 09/05/2008 40976410/02 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  33
Guilty-Fine
696
R M oulding & Co (Salisbury) 
Ltd
4,000.00 01/05/2008 41056470/01
The Control of  Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006
Guilty-Fine
697
Roalco Limited
12,000.00 15/04/2008 41522540/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  7
Guilty-Fine
698
J B Bennett  (Contracts) Ltd
8,000.00 25/02/2008 40862220/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
699
Forster Refurbishment & 
Property Services Ltd
7,000.00 17/07/2008
40999900/04
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
700
Westminster Building 
Company Ltd
40,000.00 08/08/2008 40972440/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  7
Guilty-Fine
701
Peter Ernest Homes Ltd
5,000.00 06/01/2009 41853310/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
702
Taylor Woodrow Construct ion
200,000.00 18/12/2008 41337450/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
703
Caltherm (UK) Limited
10,000.00 09/12/2008 41321660/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
704
Pitkerro Ltd
1,500.00 26/11/2008 41321660/05
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Guilty-Fine
705
Calderbrook Estates Ltd
2,500.00 07/11/2008 40058870/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
706
Sky Scaffolding (M idlands) 
Limited
2,000.00 24/03/2009 41173850/01
Construct ion (Design and M anagement) 
Regulat ions 1994
Guilty-Fine
707
Richard M oulton Ltd
2,000.00 20/03/2009 41512010/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
708
Bellway Homes Limited
20,000.00 18/09/2008 41101820/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  7
Guilty-Fine
709
Blackthorn Homes Ltd
1 01/06/2009
41338870/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
710
Globestart  Ltd
3,500.00 20/04/2009 41346430/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
711
Link Project M anagement 
Limited
5,000.00 20/04/2009 41430830/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
712
Innovare Systems Ltd
2,500.00 30/07/2009 41538600/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
713
Property People NW Ltd
90,000.00 20/07/2009 41538750/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
714
K J Plant Developments Limited
14,000.00 09/07/2009 41612690/01 Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
715
Hartog Hutton Limited
10,015.00 19/05/2010
42029010/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
716
Vickers Construct ion Ltd
5,000.00 08/03/2010
41911020/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
717
HQ Leisure Ltd
10,000.00 23/02/2010
41905060/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
718
J F Finnegan Limited
17,500.00 19/02/2010
41921360/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  33
Guilty-Fine
719
P J Carey (Contractors) 
Limited
50,000.00 02/12/2009
41835120/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
720
Pullan Development (Selby) Ltd
7,500.00 02/12/2009
41828950/02
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
721
Kent Commercial Finishings Ltd
2,500.00 09/07/2010
41595140/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3
Guilty-Fine
722
Ron Couch (Building 
Contractors) Limited
1,250.00 29/07/2010
41614540/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005
Guilty-Fine
723
SRB Plumbing & Heating & 
Drainage
0 27/05/2009
41168470/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  3
Guilty-No Sep 
Penalty
724
Andrew M cRobb Limited
3,300.00 08/05/2008
40866010/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  26 /  1
Guilty-Fine
725
R J Garside Plumbing
100.00 10/07/2007
40627440/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  5 /
Guilty-Fine
726
Rubb Buildings Ltd
100,000.00 13/04/2010
41508450/03 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
727
Ian D Robinson Plumbing and 
Heating
400 08/02/2010
41788450/01 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  3
Guilty-Fine
728
Ian D Robinson Plumbing and 
Heating
1,865.00 08/02/2010
41788450/03 Gas Safety (Installat ion and Use) 
Regulat ions 1998 /  3 /  3
Guilty-Fine
729
Ian D Robinson Plumbing and 
Heating
250 08/02/2010
41788450/05 The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  13 /  2
Guilty-Fine
730
Ian D Robinson Plumbing and 
Heating
1,000.00 08/02/2010
41788450/06
M anslaughter /  0 /
Guilty-Fine
731
H W Baines Ltd
7,500.00 06/12/2007 40863100/01 Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2
Guilty-Fine
Total cost 11,500,472.00  
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S/N
o.
D efendant 's  N ame F ine £
H earing  
D ate
C ase /  
B reach
A ct o r R egulat io n R esult
1 Skanska Utilit ies Limited 17000.00
25/11/2011
41323610/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
2
Serco Limited 100,000.00
29/07/2011
42170500/01
M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999
Guilty-Fine
3 Birse Civils Limited 100000
29/07/2011
42170590/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
4
Carillion Highway M aintenance 
Limited
200,000.00
06/06/2011
41919430/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
5
M organ Estate 12000
23/06/2010
41896830/02
M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999
Guilty-Fine
6
CARILLION JM  LIM ITED 35,000.00
12/02/2010
41803450/01
M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999
Guilty-Fine
7 CARILLION JM  LIM ITED 75,000.00
12/02/2010
41803450/03
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
8 Lovell Partnerships Limited 75,000.00
09/11/2009
40416800/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
9
Balfour Beatty Infrastructure 
Services Limited
15000.00
18/09/2009
40913320/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
10 Birse Water Limited 50,000.00
19/06/2009
41022490/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
11
Brit ish Waterways 3500
15/06/2009
41205460/01
M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999
Guilty-Fine
12 Brit ish Waterways 80,000.00
15/06/2009
41205460/03
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
13
Universal Construct ion 
Services Ltd.,
40000
10/02/2009
40745450/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
14
Cariliion AM  Government 
Limited
1,200.00
13/06/2008
41021430/01
M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions
Guilty-Fine
15
Alfred M cAlpine Capital 
Projects Ltd
250,000.00
14/03/2008
40940620/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
16
Taylor Wimpey Developments 
Limited
50,000.00
11/03/2008
40892620/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
17 W H M alcolm Limited 100000.00
22/10/2007
20157370/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
18 Sir Robert  M cAlpine Limited 19,000.00
25/11/2011
42156950/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
19
M iller Construct ion (UK) 
Limited
40000
24/06/2011
42186760/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
20 The St irling Stone Group Plc 200,000.00
07/04/2011
41548460/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
21
Laing O'Rourke Infrastructure 
Limited
4000
11/03/2011
42288860/01
Control of  Substances Hazardous to 
Health Regs 2002
Guilty-Fine
22 Scott ish Power UK plc 130,000.00
13/12/2010
40996330/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
23
M iller Construct ion (UK) 
Limited
11,000.00
23/11/2010
41338990/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
24
Kier Regional Limited 160,000.00
23/09/2010
42091110/01
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007
Guilty-Fine
25 JBB Homes Ltd 20000.00
01/09/2010
41613540/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
26 M organ Est PLC 3,000.00
30/03/2010
41768720/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 Guilty-Fine
27
Laing O'Rourke Infrastructure 
Limited
75000
06/11/2009
41506680/05
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
28 Bouygues (U.K.) Limited 160,000.00
08/06/2009
41173940/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
29 Bouygues (U.K.) Limited 18000
03/06/2009
41338440/02
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
30
Laing O'Rourke Construct ion 
South Limited
135,000.00
30/04/2009
40926060/01
M anagement of Health & Safety at Work 
Regulat ions 1999
Guilty-Fine
31 BAM  Construct ion Limited 15,000.00
08/04/2009
41593110/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
32
P C Harrington Contractors 
Limited
150,000.00
03/04/2009
41593130/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
33
Laing O'Rourke Construct ion 
South Limited
80000.00
05/03/2009
41499950/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 Guilty-Fine
34
M organ Ashurst PLC 8,000.00
10/09/2008
40982610/01
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
List of large Civil Engineering and construction companies - prosecuted for health and safety 
breaches
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35
Amec Group Ltd 10000
09/09/2008
40758970/01
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
36 Wates Construct ion Limited 7,000.00
18/07/2008
40791300/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
37
Laing O'Rourke Wales & West 
Limited
60000
05/03/2008
20174570/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
38 CARILLION JM  LIM ITED 75,000.00
04/02/2008
40112040/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
39
Interserve Industrial Services 
Limited
4,500.00
28/01/2008
40696050/01
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
40
M iller Construct ion (UK) 
Limited
4,500.00
21/01/2008
40597600/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
41 H W Baines Ltd 7500.00
06/12/2007
40863100/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 Guilty-Fine
42
Balfour Beatty Power 
Networks Ltd
650.00
23/11/2007
40441820/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
43
Shepherd Construct ion Limited 3000
06/09/2007
40412140/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 Guilty-Fine
44
M iller Construct ion (UK) 
Limited
75,000.00
14/05/2007
40571020/01
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996
Guilty-Fine
45
Balfour Beatty Power 
Networks Ltd
250
23/11/2007
42300000/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
46
Balfour Beatty Power 
Networks Ltd
400.00
23/11/2007
42370450/01
Work at Height Regulat ions 2005 /  4 / Guilty-Fine
47
Shepherd Construct ion Limited 2,500.00
06/09/2007
41930830/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  3 /  
2
Guilty-Fine
48
Shepherd Construct ion Limited 500.00
06/09/2007
42180750/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  37 
/  1
Guilty-Fine
49
Carillion PLC 12000.00
20/02/2007
40324330/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  7 / Guilty-Fine
50
West Lothian Council 80,000.00
24/01/2011
41917760/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
51
M arks & Spencer PLC 500000
26/09/2011
41758040/01
Health and Safety At Work Act 1974 /  2 /  
1
Guilty-Fine
52
BAE Systems Propert ies Ltd 8,000.00
08/11/2010
42119330/01
The Construct ion (Design & 
M anagement) Regulat ions 2007 /  22 /  1
Guilty-Fine
53
Laing O'Rourke Construct ion 
Limited
50000
24/08/2010
41950170/01
The Control of Asbestos Regulat ions 
2006 /  5 /
Guilty-Fine
54 Waite Construct ion Ltd 7,500.00
24/02/2009
41327230/01
Guilty-Fine
55
Galliford Try Construct ion 
Limited
15,000.00
23/10/2008
41224520/01
Construct ion (Health Safety and Welfare) 
Regs 1996 /  8 /  3
Guilty-Fine
Total cost 3,355,000.00
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  Research philosophy and research paradigm  
 
The phrase research philosophy is can be described as the development of the 
research background, research knowledge and its nature (Saunders and Thornhill, 
2007). Clarke (2005) argued that research philosophy can also be defined with the 
help of research paradigm. In the words of Cohen et al (2000) ‘research paradigm 
can be defined as the broad framework, which comprises perception, beliefs and 
understanding of several theories and practices that are used to conduct a research’. 
It can also be characterised as a precise procedure, which involves various steps 
through which a researcher creates a relationship between the research objectives 
and questions. The term paradigm in research is taking to mean ‘a way of thinking 
about and conducting a research; it is not strictly a methodology, but more of a 
philosophy that guides how the research is to be conducted’ (Gliner and Morgan 
2000 p.17). According to Cohen et al (2000) and Creswell (2003) research paradigm 
and philosophy encompasses various factors such as individual’s mental model, his 
way of seeing thing, different perceptions, variety of beliefs towards reality and etc. 
This concept influences the beliefs and value of the researchers, so that he can 
provide valid arguments and terminology to give reliable results. 
 
Clarke (2005) and Easter-by-Smith et al, (2006) discussed different components of 
research paradigm or ways to think about research philosophy. They are represented 
in the table (a) below titled different components of research paradigm and research 
philosophy. Basically, there two major types of research models or research 
paradigms (Creswell 2003):  
 Quantitative – also known as traditional, positivist, experimental, or empiricist 
as advanced by authoriries such as Comte, Mill, Durkheim, Newton, Locke 
 
 Qualitative – constructivist, naturalistic, interpretive, postpostivist or 
postmodern perspective as advanced by Dithey, Kant, Wittgenstein (latter), 
Foucault, Miles and Huberman 
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Table (a): Different components of research paradigm and research philosophy adapted from 
Clarke (2005) 
Assumption Question Quantitative Qualitative 
Ontological  What is the 
nature of the 
reality? 
Reality is objective 
and singular, apart 
from the researcher 
Reality is 
subjective and 
multiple as seen by 
participants in a 
study 
Epistemological What is the 
relationship of 
the researcher 
to that 
researched? 
Researcher is 
independent from 
that being 
researched 
Researcher 
interacts with that 
being researched 
Axiological  What is the role 
of values? 
Value-free and 
unbiased 
Value-laden and 
biased 
Rhetorical  What is the 
language of 
research? 
Formal, based on 
set definitions, 
impersonal voice, 
use of accepted 
quantitative words 
Informal, evolving 
decisions, personal 
voice, accepted 
qualitative words 
Methodological  What is the 
process of 
research? 
Deductive process; 
cause and effect; 
static research 
design - categories 
isolated before 
study; context free 
(independent); 
generalisations 
leading to 
predictions, 
explanation, and 
understanding; 
accurate and 
reliable through 
validity and 
reliability (testing).  
Inductive process; 
mutual 
simultaneous 
shaping of factors; 
emerging design-
categories 
identified during 
research process; 
context-bound; 
patterns and 
theories developed 
for understanding; 
accurate and 
reliable through 
verification 
 
In terms of research methodologies Clarke (2005) assert that methodology is about 
the systematic, theoretical analysis of the methods applied to a field of study, or the 
theoretical analysis of the body of methods and principles associated with a branch 
of knowledge. It typically, encompasses concepts such as paradigm, theoretical 
model, phases and quantitative or qualitative techniques. Clarke (2005) further 
argued that research methodologies may be better understood from the perspective 
of types of research as illustrated table (b) below:  
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             Table (b): Research methodologies and types of research adapted from Clarke (2005) 
S/No. 
Type of research  Likely research 
techniques 
associated with type 
of research 
Paradigms associated with types of 
research 
1 Historical  Qualitative  The systematic and objective location, 
evaluation and synthesis of evidence 
in order to establish facts and draw 
conclusions about past events. This 
type of research involves: Where the 
events take place? Which people are 
involves? When the events occurred? 
What kind of human activity was 
involved? 
2 Comparative  Qualitative  Often used together with historical 
research to compare people's 
experience of different societies, either 
between  times in the past or in 
parallel situations in the present 
3 Descriptive  Qualitative  Instead of examining records or 
artefacts, descriptive research relies 
on observation as a means of 
collecting data. This sort of research 
involves observations written down or 
recorded in some way in order to be 
subsequently analysed. It depends on 
human observations and responses- 
distortions in data can occur in biased 
questions in interviews questionnaires, 
selective observation of events 
4 Correlation  Quantitative  This kind of research normally follows 
statistical measure of association or 
the relationships between two 
phenomena. It often 'analytical survey'. 
Correlation research be divided into 
two types: (a) Relational studies: an 
exploratory form of study which 
investigates the possible relationships 
between phenomena to establish if a 
correlation exists and if so to what 
extent. (b) Prediction studies: carried 
out in research areas where 
correlations are already known - 
attempts to predict possible behaviour 
of event 
5 Experimental  Quantitative  Researchers try to isolate and control 
every relevant condition which 
determines the events investigated, so 
as to observe the effects when the 
conditions are manipulated. This type 
of research can be: pre-experimental, 
True - experimental, Quasi- 
experimental or correlation and ex post 
facto 
6 Evaluation  Qualitative  Descriptive type of research designed 
to deal with complex social issues (the 
latest so called fourth generation 
evaluation research has the following 
properties: Outcome do not represent 
'how things are or how they work' 
rather they represent meaningful 
constructions which groups create to 
make sense. Inextricably linked to 
particular physical psychological, 
social and cultural contexts within 
which they are formed and in which 
they are used. 
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7 Action  Qualitative  Similar to experimental research 
although carried out in the real world 
rather than in the context of a closed 
experimental system - it involves 
small scale interventions in the 
functioning of the real world and a 
close examination of the effects of 
such an intervention. It also involves 
consistent monitoring and evaluation 
and conclusion from the findings are 
applied immediately and further 
monitored.  
8 Ethnogenic  
Various - not quantitative  
Researchers are interested in how 
subjects of the research theorise 
about their own behaviour rather than 
imposing a theory from outside. Aims 
are: to represent a view of the world 
as it is structured by the participants 
under observation by eliciting 
phenomena data. It attempts to 
represent the totality of the social, 
cultural and economic situation, 
regarding the context to be equally 
important as the action 
9 Feminist/identity 
politics  
No single sets of methodologies - 
rather a related set of practices which 
start from a position on research 
which says that gender as issues of 
identity politics must be considered as 
an enormously influential category in 
social theory 
10 Cultural  This research believes that there are 
three approaches to the consistent 
interpretation of cultural texts. They 
are: Content analysis, Semiotics and 
Discourse analysis  
 
Thematic analysis 
 
Thematic analysis is used in qualitative research and focuses on examining themes 
within data. The technique usually involves highlighting organisation of data and rich 
description of data set (Cohen et al (2007). Coding is a primary process in thematic 
analysis, use for developing themes within the raw data by recognising important 
moments in the data and encoding it prior to interpretation. Saunders et al (2007) 
assert that thematic analysis is performed through the process of coding in six 
phases to create established, meaningful patterns. These phases are: familiarisation 
with data, generating initial codes, searching for themes among codes, reviewing 
themes, defining and naming themes, and producing the final report. 
  
However, regardless of types of research and paradigms it is necessary for the 
researcher to understand the philosophical position of research issues to understand 
the different combination of research methods. There are mainly three type of 
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paradigm to understand the reality of research philosophical approach namely: 
Positivism, Interpretivism and realism (Gliner and Morgan 2000). 
 
Positivism: 
 
The concept of Positivism is directly associated with the idea of objectivism. In this 
kind of philosophical approach, scientists give their viewpoint to evaluate social world 
with the help of objectivity in place of subjectivity (Cooper and Schindler 2006). 
According to this paradigm, researchers are interested to collect general information 
and data from a large social sample instead of focusing details of research. 
According to this position, researcher’s own beliefs have no value to influence the 
research study. The positivism philosophical approach is mainly related with the 
observations and experiments to collect numeric data (Easter-by-Smith et al 2006).  
 
Interpretivism: 
 
Interpretivism can be referred as the Social Constructionism in the field of 
management research. According to this philosophical approach research give 
importance to their beliefs and value to give adequate justification for a research 
problem (Easterby- Smith et al 2006). With the help of this philosophical, researchers 
focus to highlight the real facts and figures according to the research problem. This 
kind of philosophical approach understand specific business situation. In this 
approach, researchers use small sample and evaluate them in detail to understand 
the views of large people (Kasi 2009). 
 
Realism: 
 
This research philosophy mainly concentrates in the reality and beliefs that are 
already exist in the environment. In this philosophical approach, two main 
approaches are direct and critical realism (McMurray, Pace and Scott 2004). Direct 
reality means, what an individual feels, see, hear, etc. On the other hand, in critical 
realism, individuals argue about their experiences for a particular situation (Sekaran 
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and Bougie 2010). This is associated with the situation of social constructivism, 
because individual tries to prove his beliefs and values.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                               Appendix H 
 
 300 
References: 
 
Clarke, R.J. (2005) Research models and methodologies. HDR Seminar Series, 
presentation in Faculty of commerce. Spring session.  
Cohen, L. Manion, L. and Morrison, K.R.B. (2007) Research methods in education. 
6th ed. Routledge. 
Cooper, D.R. and Schindler, P.S. (2006) Business Research Method. 9th ed. Boston: 
McGraw-Hill Irwin. 
Creswell, J.W. (2003) Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative and Mixed Methods 
Approaches. 2nd ed. London: Sage Publications, pp. 11 – 39. 
Easterby-Smith, M, Thorpe, R and Lowe, A (2006) Management Research: An 
introduction, 2nd ed., Sage Publications 
Gliner, J. A. and Morgan, G. A. (2000). Research methods in applied settings: An 
integrated approach to design and analysis . Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates.  
Kasi, P. (2009) Research: What, Why and How? A Treatise from Researchers to 
Researchers, 1st ed. Bloomington: AuthorHouse. 
MCMurray, A.J.  Pace, R.W. and  Scott, D. (2004) Research: A Commonsense 
Approach. Melbourne: Thomson Learning Social Science Press 
Saunders, M. Lewis, P. Thornhill, A. (2007) Research methods for business students. 
4th  ed., London: Financial Times Prentice Hall. 
Sekaran, U. and Bougie, R. (2010) Research Methods for Business: A Skill Building 
Approach, 5th ed. Hoboken, N.J./Chichester: John Wiley and Sons. 
 
 Appendix I 
301 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix I 
Reflexive application of a small construction company’s 
commitment to health and safety 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Appendix I 
302 
 
Reflexive application of a small construction company’s 
commitment to health and safety and possible effects on the 
profitability of the company 
 
This section has been deliberately introduced in the appendix to help summarise 
SMEs’ commitment to health and safety as it concern the profitability of construction 
organisations, using a mirage example from a typical construction organisation 
business perspective.  
 
Consider a case involving a medium size construction roofing company ABC 
Roofing Ltd, with 38 employees and has contracts to replace old roofs in 600 
buildings, within a time frame of three years, in a major regeneration and 
refurbishment projects across four major Local Government Councils in the North 
West of England. The Managing Director of the company is fully aware of the grave 
consequences of uncommitted attitude to health and safety best practice. Thus, 
thorough safety training was given to all employees in addition to employing a 
Health and Safety Advisor.  
 
Half way into the contract, HSE officers visited the sites and a written warning was 
issues to company’ management for non-compliance with safety regulations; 
because workers were allowed to work in hash environment. Six months to the end 
of contract, a rigger and a roof tile fixer fell (slipped down) from the roof of a building 
and died. An initial investigation led by the HSE accident investigation team 
revealed that the main causes of the accidents are as follows: (a) safety precautions 
were not adhered to (b) workers PPE (e.g. safety boots) were worn out and became 
slippery leading to the accident (c) working on roofs were authorised in wet weather 
and (d) workers testified to the HSE accident investigation team that, the 
management of the company often compel workers to work in hash weather 
conditions in order to meet project completion date.  
 
To return to this study research problem, is ABC Roofing Ltd really committed to 
health and safety best practice? To what extent is the company committed to health 
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and safety best practice?  Is the company commitment health and safety significant 
to avoid undesirable safety risk?  
 
Arguably, from safety culture perspective the company has not attained full safety 
maturity as put forward by Lardner (1999). Though, the company employed a Health 
and Safety Advisor it failed to progress sequentially through the five levels of safety 
maturity, by failing to building on its safety strengths and removing their safety 
weaknesses at the previous levels. Otherwise, external contingencies such as the 
potential explanation for the accident would not have been raised. Therefore, it is 
worth mentioning that, the reasons highlighted as causes of the accident are well 
known on a typical construction sites, including reference to their potential impact on 
the profitability of organisations (HSE 2003; Donaghy 2009). Nevertheless, to 
investigate this problem from a safety culture perception would again provide 
objective reasons for the victim’s behaviour and attitude to work.  
 
From a cognitive point of view, the accident victim’s behaviours may be explained 
through a variety of constructs that may have gone through their minds; that cause 
them to behave unsafely. Arguably, the victims may have completely neglected, the 
safety learning stages portrayed by Lardner (1999) in his safety maturity model. 
Perhaps, they choose to be complacent, through self-assumptions that ‘we have 
always done it this way’. Thus, failing to embrace that fact that unsafe act has 
negative consequence on business. Without a shred of doubt, the victims and the 
company’s management should know that the use of worn out safety boots and 
working in adverse weather conditions could lead to accidents. Therefore, 
employing social cognition, that allow a person or entity to learn, discover, 
understand, or solve problems on his or her own could have remedied the situation.  
 
Apart from self-cognitive approach the victim’s behaviour and attitude or the entire 
safety culture in the company may have been influenced by other cognitive 
tendencies such as overconfidence barrier; that is, placing greater confidence in 
their personal judgement of safety than is justified (HSE 2008, Hardman 2009). The 
issues of overconfidence or complacency have remained a reoccurring theme as 
major causes of construction site accidents; yet most practitioners still make a fuss 
of it. Another, cognitive tendency that may have influenced the accident victim’s 
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behaviour is that, the victims may have fallen foul of optimistic bias; self-
acknowledgement situation or thought that, ‘we have always done it this way’ this 
time we will be alright. Cognition influenced by optimistic bias could be caused by 
multi-factors such as; persons thoughts been coloured by reactions of past events 
(we have always carried out our duties in similar circumstance and never had 
misfortunes) and the victim’s state of mind and general circumstance (Aronson et al 
2007).  
 
On the other hand, the entire working culture or workers’ attitude to hazard 
perception could be call to question. Often cognitive approaches tend to examine 
personal or individual thoughts instead of examining the entire social context in 
which behaviours occurs (Kenrick et al 2007). Charles et al (2007) referring to safety 
best practice within the construction industry asserted that, the endless occurrences 
of adverse health and safety incidents in the construction industry suggest that, 
practitioners tolerate hazards and accidents perhaps due to the belief that, adverse 
safety incidents are either non-preventable or that a certain number are 
unavoidable. Some practitioners hold the view that a certain level of risk tolerance is 
required to begin to undertake some work, but taking unnecessary risk can result in 
accidents and even death (Rawlinson and Farrell 2009) as in the case under 
consideration. Engasser (2010) and HSE (2006b) argues that ‘every risk can be 
prevented and every accident is preventable ...  if there is genuine will to uphold 
best practice of working’. Therefore, it is clear that, cognitive approaches can be 
best applied to individual circumstances; in this case the accident victim’s 
behaviour.  
 
However, from the perspective of commitment theories and typology it is necessary 
to establish the motive of the company’s commitment to health and safety (that is, 
training of employees and engagement of Safety Advisor). Possibly, the company’s 
management may have conceded to Lee (2011) assertion that, ‘it is important for 
entrepreneurs to distinguish what elements of their endeavour be considered costs 
versus investments, even outside of sheer cash ... how one views a particular 
element (commitment to safety) changes drastically on how one values and 
perceives its potential’. Moreover, Dorman (2000) claim that the value preposition 
attached to health and safety may influence the amount of commitment and 
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spending on safety activity. It could be argued from the Levinger’s Cohesiveness 
Theory of Commitment that, though the company is committed its resources into 
health and safety management, there was no intention to continue or adhere to 
health and safety best practice lines of action; throughout the project duration.  
Therefore, it could be argued that, the company’s management was attracted to 
safety training due to what Levinger’s described as attraction forces. This means 
that the company’s management probably got committed (attracted) initially to 
safety training due to fear of legal and regulatory obligation; but could not maintain 
safety best practice throughout the project stages due to commitment barrier force 
that promote time and profit oriented motives over safety of workers as propounded 
by Levinger’s Cohesiveness theory of Commitment. This theory could be supported 
by the HSE (2005b) claim that, ‘different factors affect commitment to health and 
safety, but the main motivator for complying, or trying to comply with health and 
safety is the general fear of the law, liability (fear of being sued) and threat from 
local workplace if non-compliance to health and safety is not remedied’.   
 
It is quite difficult to ascertain if the motive of commitment to health and safety by 
the company at the center of this case is to maximise profit. However, what is 
certain is that, the desire to complete the project within time and possibly on budget 
influenced the company’s management to disregard health and safety best practice 
line of action. Thus, the Caryl Rusbult’s commitment Investment Model is bring to 
bear. The model simple state that commitment is a subjective experience, that is 
dependent and a function of three independent variables: satisfaction, quality of 
alternatives and investment size (Sowmya and Panchanatham 2011). In explicit 
terms, it could be argued that, the company’s management was committed to health 
and safety because it did not wish to incur the costs associated with outcome 
unsafe acts; hence the initial commitment to health and safety that was not 
sustained. Though, the mirage example did not explain the punitive measure 
incurred by the company it is obvious going by UK standard that this sort for health 
and safety incidents is likely to cost the company about £150,000 to £250,000 
remedy to situation.  
 
Therefore, considering the peripheral profit margin of SMEs, commitment to health 
and safety should be considered an important motivational variable that can be used 
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to mitigate health and safety risk and avoid unexpected cost item (remedial cost of 
safety) that may infringe on company’s profitability. Secondly, commitment to safety 
has been shown in this example to relate to willingness to adhere to health and 
safety regulations and uncommitted attitude to safety a proximal predictor of 
adverse situation (Agnew 2009). Finally, it makes sense for organisations to pursue 
commitment to health and safety best practice because it makes moral and 
business to do so. Small companies entrepreneurs in construction need to 
understand that whenever emphasis is placed on project completion time and on 
budget health and safety of workers is likely to be threatened.  
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                           Reflection – my doctoral journey to date  
This section is about a brief reflection of my PhD journey. The last three years in my 
life has been amazing because I experienced an enormous shift in my sense of 
identity and in my world view as I went through the process of studying for a PhD. At 
first, I found it very difficult to adjust to the academic way of writing. In fact my first 
year was characterised with learning how to write academic papers at the same 
time trying to get my head round my research topic. I must mention that the first 
year of my study was the most challenging experience and I almost considered 
quitting the programme all together.  
 
However, as the study progressed I did enjoy the challenges that came my way, 
especially as my research area became clearer. At the same time my worldview 
also changed radically from ‘are you really prepared for this academic challenges, to 
yes I can do it’; as I came to understand how academic and research systems work. 
Despite the challenges, I didn’t let go of my success-oriented approach to life, which 
is with prayers, hard work and determination all things are possible. 
 
I remain resolute on my approach to life - that everything in life as possible, if one is 
determined to face the challenges of life. Nevertheless, one fascinating thing about 
my PhD journey is that I have a renewed interest and appreciation for objectivism. 
Though, my research topic was very subjective (that is trying to measure 
commitment to health and safety best practice) the philosophy that guided my 
research methodology sort of changed my viewpoint to evaluate the social world 
from unprejudiced and objective perspectives. For instance, the paradigm 
persuaded me to collect general information and data from a large social sample 
instead of focusing on a small sample or details.  
 
The Learning Curve 
 
I had little understanding about scholarly writing before I started the program. 
Coming from a construction environment where all that matters is being able to 
interpret drawing, send e-mails to other project stakeholders, attending meetings, 
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pursue project completion time and budget issues.  I was not too passionate writing 
a paper accurately and in a scholarly pattern as required by academics.   
 
Scholarly writing is completely different – it took time to acquire the basic skills and 
building my confidence in writing. My study director was patient enough to take me 
through rudiments of scholarly writing. To date I still call him my ‘editor in chief’ 
because he constantly correct my use commas, apostrophes, semi-colon, use of ‘s’ 
to differentiate between plural and singular, and so on. The fact remains that, I still 
have a lot to learn about academic writing, arguments and critiquing others’ work. 
 
The Doctoral Competency courses (the Wednesday and Fridays research classes) 
gave me a taste of what I needed to learn in several areas, most notably in 
conducting correlation research, literature review, research ethics issues and the 
importance of accurately citing references.  
 
During my first year, I decided to write a conference paper titled: ‘Health and safety 
costing and culture in the construction industry’. This was to give me experience and 
all the steps required to conduct quantitative and qualitative research. I learned a 
huge amount while writing the conference paper. The first conference paper did not 
only introduce me to the print world, it motivated me writing more papers and at the 
end of my PhD I have six papers to my credit. 
 
Going into my second year, I taught undergraduate level courses at the University 
were I was studying. The learning curve was much larger than I anticipated. I 
learned how to create a syllabus, grading rubrics, and homework assignments. I 
learned to use WebCT and set up the courses online using Moodle. I was really 
nervous about teaching and I believe it set me off on the wrong foot with my 
students. The preparation time and time to grade homework was far greater than 
expected. I received mixed reviews from the course evaluations. Even so, the 
university asked me to teach the course again the following year (2012). 
Coincidently, that same year I got an offer from the University of Salford to teaching 
another undergraduate course for a year. The work load gradually increased 
coupled with my family responsibilities, but I enjoyed every bit of the academic 
exercise.  
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My Topic and Questions 
 
My PhD programme began with confusion not knowing which topic to settle for. I 
started with my master degree programme dissertation ideas, then dabbled into 
procurement issues in construction and finally ended up researching the relationship 
between organisations’ commitment to health and safety and the profitability of 
companies. Anyway, the madness in PhD allow for freedom to explore many topics 
rather than decide on a topic too early in the program. I created two concepts in the 
course of my study. They are: I must be guided by research ethics, and objectivity 
must be my watch word.   
 
Loves and Dislikes 
 
In the course of my PhD, what I love most is the data analysis bit, involving 
calculation and use of SPSS and Microsoft Excel. I love conducting quantitative 
research that involves mathematical analysis. Though I am not yet up to speed on 
scholarly writing and techniques, I enjoy the process of putting ideas, explorations 
and critiques into words and communicating to an audience of readers. I also love 
teaching and I am gradually coming to terms that my career may now be built 
around teaching.  
 
